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THE MSS. OF ORIGEN’S COMMENTARIES ON §. JOHN. 


OF the extant manuscripts of the Commentaries on 8. John, 
three only have been used by the editors. So far as I have been 
able to discover, there are seven in existence. If we count Thorn- 
dike’s transcription of the Bodleian Manuscript, there are eight. 
The existence of a ninth is doubtful, but this question will be 
more easily discussed later on. The three which seem to have 
been used by the editors are at Paris, Rome and Oxford. The 
similarity of the text contained in them and the fact that they all 
contained many common lacunae, pointed to their derivation from 
a near common ancestor. The following pages are an attempt to 
shew that this ancestor still exists, though unfortunately in a bad 
state of preservation, in the Library at Munich, 

The Manuscripts are as follows :— . 

I. Codes Monacensis. In the Munich-State Library, Graec. 
CxcI; thus described in the Catalogue, “ Bombycinus charta obso- 
leta et laesa atramento flavescente literis minutis et elegantibus 
frequenti abbreviatione in folio, ff. 305, saec. x11. foliorum ordine 
turbato male conservatus et inscriptus dvd. 6.8’, Origenis Comm. 
in Matt. et Jn.” 

Of the Commentaries on S. John it contains Bks. 1. 2. 6. 10. 
13. 19. 20. 28. 32 (33 according to Hardt’s Catalogue, but this is 
an error). Thus the MS. follows the true division of the Books. 
The Ferrarian division (that invented or adopted by Ambrosius 
Ferrarius in his translation) into 32 books is added in the margin 
by a later hand. 

Minuscules are used, hanging from ruled lines, there being one 
column of 30 lines on each page, in the Commentaries on 8. John. 

B. 1 
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The Commentaries on 8. Matthew are in another hand and contain 
36 lines on a page. In both red semi-capitals are often used at 
the beginning of sentences, but not uniformly. The MS. is stained 
at the top and bottom, and worm-eaten in many places. The order 
of the folios in S. Matthew is much confused, and one or two pages 
are wanting. 

The title-page of the MS. has the following description : 

“Origenis in D. Matt. Ev. tomus 11 init. mut. 12. 13. 14. 15. 
16. et in evang. Johann. tom. 1. 2. 6. 9, 13. 19. 20. 32.” 

In the middle of the page are the arms, below which is written : 

“Rx electorali Bibliotheca sereniss. utriusque Bavariae Ducum.” 

This description is inaccurate. Most of Bk. x. of the Comm. 
in Matt. is there, and also Bk. xv. And with regard to the 
Comm. in Joann. 9 is a mistake for 10, and 28 should have been 
inserted. 

Huet mentions a MS. of the Commentaries on S. Matthew in 
his Origeniana 11. iii. 12. “In Catalogo librorum ducis Bavariae 
notatur Tomus Undecimus initio quoque mutilus cum proxime 
sequentibus quinque.” And as to the Commentaries on 8. J ohn he 
was again misinformed. “Eosdem (ie. 1. 2. 6. 10. 13. 19. 20. 28. 
32) complectitur Tomos praeter decimum et vigesimum octavum 
memoratus liber in bibliothecae Bavaricae Catalogo” (111. ii. 14). 
The 10th and the 28th books are contained, as well as the rest, in 
the Manuscript. The Catalogue which he used must have had 
the same mistakes which occur on the title-page of the MS. 

The Commentaries on S.-John are preceded by a short preface 
stating that in the archetype of the MS. were several marginal 
notes drawing attention to Origen’s blasphemies, which, the scribe 
says, he has copied as he found them. 

Il. Codex Venetus. In the Bibliotheca Marciana at Venice, 
Graec. 32. The title as given in the MS. itself is 

+ dpuyévous e&jynots eis TO Kata MarOaiov kai kat lwavynv 
KThua Bnocapiwvos kapoynvar. Tav Tookdav. 

The MS. is dated 1374. It is written in minuscules hanging 
from ruled lines, with one column of 36 lines on a page, and about 
G0 letters in each line. It consists of ff. 330 of which ff. 1—117 
contain the Comm. in Matt. Bks. 10—17 (inclusive). F. 118 con- 
tains a preface on Origen’s blasphemy, beginning ToAddy peev and 
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ending kal avis dxpopeba. This preface has nothing to do with 
the preface in the Munich Codex concerning the marginal notes in 
its ancestor. The words rod Bactréws at the head of this preface 
point probably to some connexion with Constantinople. Ff, 112 
(recto)—294 (verso) contain the Commentaries on 8. John. So 
far the folios are numbered. The remainder, to 330, are left blank 
and unnumbered. 

This MS. was used by Ambrosius Ferrarius, who in A.D. 1551 
translated the Commentaries on S. John into Latin. They are 
divided in the MS. into 32 books. “A callido librario in Tomos 
triginta duos distributus fuit, hac arte lacunas et hiatus celare, et 
apud incautos dissimulare, et pro integro venditare volente,” says 
Huet. The fraud is sufficiently patent; if conviction were necessary, 
we have only to look at the fragments quoted as from the fourth 
and fifth books of the Commentaries in the Philocalia, The diver- 
gences between the text of this MS. and Ferrarius’s translation are 
not more than can be accounted for by the loose and paraphrastic 
character of translations of that time, or by the necessity of original 
composition to which he was sometimes reduced in consequence of 
his inability to understand the Greek, which is in some places too 
corrupt for conjecture. 

At the end of the MS. the following note has been added: 


“Fuit copiatus per Georgium Triphon®™ di 
Maluasiae et finitto ad X Ottobr. 1555.” 


To this we shall have occasion to refer when we are dealing 
with the seventh manuscript. The same scribe is known to have 
been working at Venice also in 1548 (see Gardthausen, Griechische 
Palaeographie, p. 322). 

III. Codew Regius. Gyraec. cDLv. in the Bibliothéque Natio- 
nale at Paris; thus described in the manuscript itself : 

— F Opuyévous rév eis 10 Kara ‘Twavyny evayyérvov éEnyntina 
ToOmot AG’. 

+ 70d avrod es 7d Kata MarOaiov Toot € dro tod Sexdrov 
TOmov avev apyhs dvros Méxpe Tod 16°, 

Codex Chartac. xvr. saec, scriptum quo continentur Origenis 
commentaria in Johannem et Matthaecum quae primus in lucem 
protulit Daniel Huetius, 


1=2 


4, THE FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 


In the early parts of the Commentaries on S. Matthew the 
folios are in wrong order and there are large lacunae. The Codex 
is written in minuscules hanging from ruled lines. This was the 
MS. on which Huet based his text, though his text is not identical 
with that of the MS., as Delarue seems often to have assumed. It 
was used by Perionius in his translation of the Commentaries on 
8. John, 

IV. Codex Bodleianus. Misc. 58: used by Delarue. This 
MS. is described in the Bodleian Catalogue as being of the 17th 
Century. Its resemblance to II. is very close. It is now bound 
in three volumes of which the first contains ff. 188, the second 
183, and the third 182. It contains only the Commentaries on 
S. John. In the margin it has two sets of emendations. The first 
are introduced by the word réya and are for the most part based 
on Ferrarius’s Latin Version. The second, which are distinguished 
by the word Yows, are later and inferior. In the copy of Huet 
belonging to the Library of Trinity College, Cambridge, Bentley 
has noted in the margin a great many readings from this MS., 
though apparently he did not make a full collation’. 

V. Codex Barberinus I. In the Barberini Library at Rome ; 
of the 15th or 16th Century, in the opinion of the Librarian, 
M. l’Abbé Pieralisi. It contains the Commentaries on S. Matthew 
(beginning at Book x. Tore dgels Tods dxdous, and ending ez 
otpéar mpos avrov, Bk. XVII.) and the Commentaries on S. John, 
divided into 32 Books. It is bound up with a MS. (in the same 
hand, I think) of Philo Ilept rod Biov Macéas. 

VI. Codex Barberinus II. Of the same date as the preceding. 
It contains the Commentaries on S. Matthew and 8. John, but 
the former begin with the words tin 8& Adpuapovow év Tots varo- 
Seearépous, and there is no trace of a folio having been lost. This, 
as will be seen later on, is almost conclusive proof as to its origin. 

VII. Codex Matritensis. In the Biblioteca Nacional at Madrid. 
This MS. I have not myself seen, and I am indebted to my friend 
Mr W. Gilchrist Clark of King’s College, Cambridge, for the 
following information. It is numbered O. 32. It is a folio MS. 
written on paper, containing ff. 306, with 30 lines on a page, and 


1 He writes at the beginning of Huet’s text “Collatus ad Cod, Mstum. Chartaceum 
ab Italo (ut videtur) seriptum in Bibliotheca Bodleiana Oxonii Num. E. 2. 6, 7, 8.” 
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about 40 letters in a line. It contains the preface which is found 
in Codex Venetus, headed by the words + tod Baciiéos +, 
beginning on the 2nd recto worrdy Tov @puyévny aipeTiKov 
Umdpxew Yrnpicauévov, and ending on the 2nd verso xa) adds 
ayoueba. The Commentaries begin on the 8rd recto with the 
title wpuyévous tév eis Td kata ‘lwavunv evayyéduov éEnyntixev 
Tomos moa@ros. It is divided into 32 books and is dated at the 
end: ave év pnvt adbyovorou k. 


After this follows the name of the scribe in cryptograph. 


FHKOAD Gea ALOT wo warydev: 
ef \0G8: 
That is to say mapa Tewpyio 76 Tpvdov: 
éypadn. 

The cryptograph used is the common one in which the scribe 
takes the Greek alphabet with the three letters F, G, and 4, thus 
getting 27 letters. These he divides into 3 parts of 9 letters 
each, and substitutes the first for the last, the 2nd for the last but 
one, and so on, in each group. Thus the middle letters of each 9 
are unchanged, viz. ¢, v, and ¢. It will thus be seen that the 
colophon exactly tallies with the note at the end of Codex Venetus, 
in date (1555). and name. 

It may be as well to notice here, on account of its connexion 
In origin with the foregoing, a MS. of the Commentaries on §. 
Matthew, numbered O. 47. It is a folio, written on paper and 
containing ff. 226; it is in the same hand as O. 32 and a MS. of 
the Contra Celsum in the same Library. It contains the Com- 
mentaries on S. Matthew, beginning at the 10th (with the words 
TOTE adeis TOs dydovs) and ending at the 27th (émcatpéyras mpos 
avTov). 

The MS. is dated ave. derwBpiov 8’. and signed €f A0bB° 
KO AO: Fear AEGo Ww Axdcv. After this it has on f. 225 the preface 
on Origen’s blasphemies, with the same heading + rod Bacirkws + 
as in O. 32. The scribe has thus copied this passage twice, at the 
end‘of S. Matthew and again at the beginning of S. John. 


1 The @ must be a mistake for G which would represent «, 


ete 
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VIII. The transcription of Codex Bodleianus (IV.) made by 
Herbert Thorndike needs no further description. It is now in the 
Library of Trinity College, Cambridge (numbered B. 9. 11). It is 
not without value however, as the writer has inserted several con- 
jectural emendations in the margin, and there are also three pages 
of critical notes at the beginning. 

IX. The existence of a ninth MS. is doubtful. In Miller's 
Catalogue of the Escurial Library, pp. 305ff.,, is given a list, found in 
one of the Escurial MSS. (x. i. 15), of the Greek Manuscripts which 
belonged to Cardinal Sirlet’s Library, and passed into the posses- 
sion of Cardinal Ottoboni (Alexander VIII.). Subsequently Bene- 
dict XIV. is said to have placed them in the Vatican. Among 
these is a MS. containing Origen’s Commentaries on S. Matthew 
and S. John, and Philo Iep? rod Biov rod Mwcéas, epi tod Biov 
modutexod (Joseph), and epi vouwv aypapov (Abraham). In 
the Catalogue of the Ottobonian part of the Vatican Library, 
which has not yet been published, but exists in manuscript in the 


_ Vatican, I could find no trace of it. But the description answers 


very nearly to the MS. now in the Barberini, which I have num- 
bered V. Is it possible that this MS. passed from the hands of 
any of its former owners into the possession of the Barberini? If 
not, we must suppose that this MS. has been lost, unless indeed 
the MS. Catalogue of the Ottobonian Manuscripts is incomplete. 
Delarue constantly refers to a ‘Codex Barberinus, and generally 
the readings he quotes from it would seem to be taken from No. V; 
but his citations are not always accurate. The existence of two 
manuscripts in the Barberini does not seem to have been known 
to any one. 

The relations of these MSS. to one another must now be con- 
sidered. For the sake of clearness I subjoin a diagram.shewing 
what I conceive their relations to be. After this I propose to 
consider the relations (1) of the Munich Codex to those MSS. 
which seem to be directly copied from it, (2) of the Venice Codex 
to those which are, I believe, its descendants, and (38) of the 
Venice to the Munich MS. 

1. (a) Let us then consider first the relation of the Paris 
Codex to that at Munich. The contents of the two are practically 
the same, so far as concerns the subject of our present enquiry. 
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(i) As pointed out above, the statement that the Cod. Monac. 
contains of the Comm. in Matt. Books x1. (mutilated) to xvr. is 
incorrect. It contains also most of Book x., and Book xvi. The 


SAEC. 
XII 





Monac. (I) 









XIV 
Ven. (IL) 





XV 











XVI 
Barb. (V) 






Reg. (III) ‘Barb. (VI) Matrit. (VIL) 





XVII 


Bodl. (IV) 





mistake as to the latter point has arisen from the fact that Books 
XVI. and Xvi. are not divided as the other books are. But the 
last words contained in this part of the MS. are émuorpéyrau pds 
avrov, the ending of Book xvit.; and a calculation of pages easily 
shews that both Books xvi. and xvIt. are contained in the MS., for 
Book xv. begins on f. 62, Book xvr. on f. 77, and the Comm. in 
Matt. end on f. 110. Thus while Book xy. takes only ff. 15, what 
is called Book xvi. takes 33, though in Lommatzsch’s edition 
Books Xv. and XVI. cover very nearly the same number of pages 
each. In the Comm. in Joann. there is no difference of contents. 

(ii) The first words which occur in the Cod. Monae. are rivi 88 
Naprpovow €v Trois drodeertépots which occur towards the end of 
Book x. chap. 3 (Lomm. m1. p. 15). In the Paris MS. the leaves 
are not in right order, but the first words which occur (they are 
on f. 255) are madw opoia éotw «.7.d. (Mt. xiii. 44) which begin 
chap. 4 of Book x. Thus the scribe seems to have begun his MS. 
with the first whole chapter contained in bis exemplar. If then 
this MS. is copied from the Munich MS., the latter must already 
have lost its first leaf in the 16th century. 
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More direct proofs of copying are not wanting. 

Lomm. I. p. 118, 1. 22. Cod. Monac. has mapapepv...o§ the 
intervening space being worm-eaten, Cod. Reg. has mapapep.. oat 
leaving space for about four letters. 

p. 152, 1.15. Cod. Monae. reads ovdév, but the Oév is hidden 
by a piece of parchment fastened on over it. eg. omits the 
word leaving a space for three letters. 


Cy) vios 

p. 177, 1. 5. Cod. Monac. has povoyevns Oc, the 6 vids being 
an interlinear insertion by a later hand. Cod. Reg. has 6 povo- 
yevns vids Beds all in the text. 

p. 272, 1. 6. In the Munich Codex the words avtod 7 dpaprtia 
are almost illegible, either because the scribe turned over the page 
before it was dry, or owing to the subsequent effect of damp on 
the manuscript. The blot appears on the opposite leaf. Cod. Reg. 
omits the words. 

Lomm. u. p. 108, 1. 9. -wov ovdev pév-. In Cod. Mon. these 
letters are obliterated. Cod. Reg. omits the same letters, leaving 
space for them. 

p- 108, 1. 11. sept érépwv. The same phenomenon occurs 
here with regard to the letters rept érep. 

p. 117, 1. 1. eloedOetv. Cod. Reg. omits the word. In Cod. 
Monac. the letters ced are almost obliterated. 

p. 127, 1. 15. onpaiver yap 76 wev Towodrov. Here again we 
have an indication. Both manuscripts erroneously repeat the 
letters paiver yap TO. 

The proof may be completed by two passages from the text of 
the Commentaries on S. Matthew; Book x1. chap. ix. 

Lomm. 1. p. 91,110. ¢ tus ov. The e? tus is stained and 
indistinct in Cod. Mon. Cod. Reg. omits the words, leaving a space. 

1.11. wevytov. The first four letters are hardly legible in 
Cod. Mon. In Cod. Reg. we find a space for four letters followed 
by twv. 

The divergences of the two MSS. are numerous but not im- 
portant. Most of them are due to ordinary transcriptional 
blunders. The rest may be explained by the supposition that 
the scribe of the Paris MS. was more than usually careless and 
ignorant. 
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IT subjoin a list of their divergences (other than mere itacisms and cases of 
the addition or omission of v é@eAxvorixov) which occur in the first 30 pages 
of Tom. x11. of the Comm. in Joann. (Lommatzsch’s edition). 


DP; 


1, 
2, 
3, 
4, 


Monacensis Regius 
Title tov TO 
1,10 10 ¢av (ov 
14 é&va &y 
3 AeBynrav Aevitov 
[M generally has the old form of @ i.e. ‘u’] 
5 dmexrewa amoxreivat 
13 poons povons 
18 epi Tapa 
10 opovay Opovov 
11 ro0° 6s a os ay 
18 ra vonpara vonpata 
11 dvaddAerae duaddAAyrat 
8 6€ Tis €f omit 
[both om. the clause rpv dixacoodynv—el rus] 
15 capapeire capapeirioe 
6 srovety quel 
15 dubav dupav 
3 roy Koopov omit 
20 dkovav dkov@ 
22 rov mvevparos mvevparos 
16 wepi ro mept Tov 
17 & érov @s TOV 
14 més Tos 
23 maparieioav mapareGeioav 
24 Steheyy Oqva SteAex Ojvac 
5 drovov drovos 
8 ra Opeupara om. ra 
26 yuvopevy yevopevn 
1 eye éxeuw 
18 drepxopar Svépxopat 
24 “Hpaxdéewve “Hpakdéov 
4 4 mK TVUKH 
1 xaradeupOevras karaderpbevros 
16 “Ioodyap *Iodyap 
4 godopevos woAopovros 
11 capapevs ovapapets 
17 evOaSeparevpa evade icpdrevpa 
22 epyerar epxer Oar bei 
7 Oavovras POavovra 
5 8’ dyvovav diavorav 
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Monacensis Regius 
26, 14 : mept 
27, 6 ep nv 
8 6 os 
9 ‘Tepooodupa bis 
10 @ omit 
11 eOvixoi of Onkol 
12 om. 6 ins. 
23 kat Oevdrepov . omit 
28, 11 mpoarodedoxapev mpooamodedw@Kapev 
voeia 0a vono bat 
29, 6 of “Iovdator *Tovdator 
30, 2 Kadedjv as -kabeeiv as 
6 dyyéAXos dyyéhous 
10 det be 


(b) Codex Barberinus IT. (V1). I can only speak from slight 
knowledge of this MS. The Barberini Library was closed during 
Vacation when I was in Rome in October, 1888, and it was only 
through the great kindness of the Librarian that I was allowed to 
work for two hours at the manuscripts which it contains. But I 
was fortunately able to obtain sufficient evidence to determine 
their relative places in the groups almost with certainty. 

The first words of the Comm. in Matt. which this MS. contains 
are tive dé Aduryovow. As these are the first words contained in 
Cod. Monac., though they occur towards the end of a chapter and 
paragraph in the Commentaries, this is in itself almost conclusive 
proof of the origin of the MS. For, as has been stated above, 
Cod. Monac. has lost a leaf at the outset. The Barberini MS. also 
contains the true division of the Comm. in Joann. in red. The 
‘Ferrarian’ divisions have been added in the margin, but are in 
the hand of the original scribe. It has also many, at any rate, of 
the same warnings against Origen’s blasphemies, which are con- 
tained in Cod. Monac., as for instance 

Lomm. I. p. 96 (opposite varepeyouevos vad Tod Tév bdov 
Oeod «.7.d.) Prvapels laos Peds ydp o vids TS Tratpl. 

p- 108 (opposite vid tod KpeirTovos..,apa Tov Oyov) bpa 
pedye Bracdnpel yap. ; 

The following readings, when contrasted with the correspond- 
ing variants of the Venice group, point to the same conclusion 
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I have designated Codex Monacensis as M, Codex Regius as P, 
Codex Barberinus as R. 

Lomm. 1. p. 6,1. 1 éetuov PMR. 

p. 13, 1. 16 wept ro MR. 
3, 1.17 6 érov MR. 
4,1. 1 évdeuva rots PMR. 
0, 1.12 A€yovrar MR. éyovtau P. 
0, 1.13 aroxducbeicars PMR. 
p- 108, 1. 9 -wou ovdév pev- om. PR. 
(In M the words are worm-eaten.) 
p. 108, 1. 11 zrepi érépwv om. R. 


p. 1 
p: 1 
p. 6 
p. 6 


: weer MOD a 

(In M the letters epi érep are damaged.) 

-p. 132 M has the following marginal note: cat pny Kai ta 
Tépata xYwpis THY onuelwy EUpNTaL Ws ev TH OSH TH peTa TI\v 
SudBaow THs épvOpas avatebeicn TO Oe@ Oavpactos yap dnotv 
évd0Ews Trowwy Tépata. 

(I have printed the contracted words in full.) R has the same 
note exactly: P has it, but has made two mistakes in copying, read- 
ing Oavpaora for Pavpacros and omitting @87 Th. 

p. 73, 1. 1 M has ax...ovra, the intervening letters being 
damaged. 

R reads ax...ovra, leaving a space corresponding to the dots. 

P has hazarded a conjecture, and a very unfortunate one, 

The only divergences from the Munich MS. which I was able 
to notice were 

Lomm. I. p. 187, 1.9 M dcafOopas. R diadOopav. 

p. 137, 1. 15. The erroneous repetition of paives yap ro found 
in M (and copied by P) is not followed by R. 

p. 291,113 MP caré. R xaréBn. 

Thus Codex Barberinus must be copied either from Codex 
Monacensis or from a copy of that MS. The passages quoted 
prove conclusively that it is not a copy of Codex Regius. There 
are several omissions, with corresponding spaces left blank, in this 
MS. which do not occur in Cod. Regius. These, I imagine, are 
attributable to the worm-eaten and stained condition of Cod. 
Monacensis, and tend to shew that Cod. Regius must have been 
copied early in the 16th century, Cod. Barberinus late in the 
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same century, and that Cod. Monac., wherever it was (I was unable 
to obtain any information as to its history at Munich), was neg- 
lected during this period. 


2. (a) The relation of the Bodleian MS. to that at Venice is 
not hard to determine. Their divergences are very slight, being 
for the most part ordinary transcriptional blunders or corrections, 
and even of these there is only a very small number. The rest 
may be explained by the fact that the scribe of the Bodleian MS. 
knew Greek. Direct proofs of copying are ‘afforded in some 
places. 

Lomm. I. p. 117, 1. 12 (in the first fragment of Heracleon). 
After the word Ovanevtivov space is left fox about nine letters. 
The same lacuna occurs in Codex Venetus, but in it there has been 
an erasure. 

Lomm. 11 p. 7, 1. 2. After evxwntr@m there has been an 
erasure in Cod. Ven. A corresponding lacuna is left in Cod. 
Bod. 


mayiis 
Lomm. 11. p. 53,1. 7. Codex Venetus reads apyijs (sic). Cod. 
Bodl. has mnyijs apxis. 


(b) I was not able to notice any divergence of Codex Bar- 
berinus I. (V) from the Venice MS. except that in the passage 
mentioned above it leaves no space after Ovadevtivov, from which 
of course no conclusion can be drawn. The fact that the Com- 
mentaries on 8. Matthew begin at the beginning of the 10th Book 
(roTe adels Tovs dydovs), considered in connexion with the date 
of the MS. (saec. XV. or XVI.), proves that it belongs to the Venice 
as opposed to the Munich group, and the division into 32 books 
points to the same conclusion. The following readings tend to 
prove the identity of its text with that of Codex Venetus. 

Lomm. L. p. 117, 1. 16 duadépovra yap dnoi Ven. Bar. 

11. p. 9, 1. 20 €0y Ven. Bar. 

p. 13, 1. 16 wapa ro Ven. Bar. 

(Codex Bodleianus has trapa tod.) 

p. 14, l. 1 év duvarots Ven. Bar. 

p. 122, 1. 1 e Ven. Bar. 

p. 122, 1. 9 rods évdedupévous Ven. Bar. 
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p. 376, 1. 4 tpraxdcrov mpwrov Ven. Bar. 

p. 376, 1. 6 tpraxcotw:- devtép@ Ven. Bar. 

(Ven. has notes in the margin stating that its exemplar read 
28th and 29th.) 

Lomm. 1. p. 73, 1. 1, lacuna (room for 5 letters) before évta 
Ven. Bar., see above, p. 11. 


(c) The correspondence of the cryptograph in the MS. at 
Madrid with the note at the end of Codex Venetus is sufficient 
proof of the origin of the former. And with this the information 
which I have received as to the text agrees. The lacunae in the 
text (Lommatzsch I. pp. 11, 14, 18, 36, 41, 43), which occur in the 
Cod. Venetus and which will be discussed more fully in the next 
section, are also found here. And in the case of p. 41, the sug- 
~ gestion found in Cod. Ven. in the margin (ojma: mapacxeiv thy 
trap Kat tTHv TAaGLW Kal Ta eldn) is put im the margin also in 
the Madrid MS. See also 1. 23, Lomm. p. 44, lL. 7 Qavpafew rv 
aBedtnpiavy Tév ToArXGv. The word aBedrnpiay is omitted in 
Codex Monacensis, and also in Codex Venetus, but in the latter it is 
added in the margin. In Cod. Matritensis it is also added in the 
margin. 

It can easily be shewn that O. 47 is copied from the 1st part of 
the Venice MS. which contains the Commentaries on S. Matthew. 
Thus the colophons at Madrid exactly agree with the note in the 
Venice MS., except that the latter has October 10 instead. of 
October 2. As we can hardly imagine that the preface (7roAA@y 
Tov “Opuyévnv x.7.r.) took 8 days to copy—it occurs in O. 47 
after the colophon—we must leave this discrepancy unexplained. 


3. Thus there seems to be no reasonable doubt as to the 
derivation of all the other manuscripts from Cod. Monacensis and 
Codex Venetus. The more extensive divergences of these two at 
first led me to suppose them to be-independent of each other, but 
a closer examination disclosed convincing proof of the dependence 
of the latter on the former. Their divergences give us only too 
clear an insight into the freedom with which the text of an 
exemplar was handled, at any rate in the 14th century. An ex- 
amination of the Contra Celsum manuscripts affords, I believe, an 
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instructive parallel’. _The relation of Cod. Ven. to Cod. Monac. 
remains to be considered in detail. Several lacunae caused in 
Cod. Monac. by damage done to the MS. by water, or in other 
ways, are matched in Cod. Ven.: by corresponding places left 
blank by the scribe. These lacunae occur almost entirely in 
the first book. The chief instances are the following: 

Bk. 1. c. 4(Lomm. p. 11) L. and Delarue read ypadévta Kai 
kat é£ouciay, ov piv TO eiiuxpives TOY &x Oeias érumvolas NOyov. 
After ypadévta Cod. Monac. is illegible until the word eidrxpuvés, 
but between é£oveiay and ov yu)v there must have been at least 17 
more letters, of which some near the end were I think avooronuk. 
Cod. Ven. leaves space between these two words for about 25 
letters. 

Bk. 1. c. 6 (Lomm. p. 14) réXos avtod mapa 76 “lwavyn. 
These words are nearly illegible in Cod. Monac., but there must 
have been about 14 more letters, and Cod. Ven. leaves space for 
15 more letters after "lwdyyp. 

On the same page eipnKas...... ddacxevy is similarly stained in 
Cod. Monac., and Cod. Ven. omits the passage, except the word 
‘eipnxes, leaving a space. 

Bk. 1. c. 8, Lomm. p. 18. ...«al 67s dXov. In Cod. Monac. we 
find after éXov, TO Pir...w.O(?)...v.(?) 67e: then more than half a 
line illegible, the MS. being damaged as in the other cases. 

Cod. Ven. has ddov (space 11)* orav yap (space 4 line) viods 
KT. 

Bk. 1.¢. 9, Lomm, p. 20. éorly éxrapBavew...o0tTa Xptotia- 
vos. All this is damaged in Cod. Monac. and mostly illegible, but 
there is room for about 20 more letters than are contained in the 
words as they stand in Delarue and Lommatzsch. Cod. Ven. 
contains all that is in the printed texts, and after wepirerunuévos 
leaves a space of about 2 of a line, after which it has oft Xpu- 
OTLAVOS K.T.r. 

Bk. 1. c. 17, Lomm. p. 36. Similar phenomena occur again 
here. 


1 Cf. an Article in the Journal of Philology Vol. xvim. No. 36, ‘On the text of 
Origen against Celsus,” esp. pp. 294, 295. 

2 The numbers after the word ‘space’ refer in each instance to the (approxi- 
mate) number of letters which the space left could contain. 
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Bk. 1. ¢. 22, Lomm. p. 41. trois odo nal rf UN. .....AeyovTa. 

This is all damaged in Cod. Monac., but the following facts are 
discoverable, 

(1) It omits ofwae and r}y trapéww. 

(2) Between ef «a and edzrefy there is room for about 23 more 
letters. 

(3) éorly is, I think, not contained in it. The words are 
illegible, but the ink has.to some extent stayed on the opposite 
leaf. Reading backwards, I thought I could trace somewhat as 
follows : 

et kal Tas ovaias yarerdy pev ody TAXUTEPOV EtTreElD. 

Cod. Ven. has rH tn (space 20); then «ad rd w7.d. to ef xa) 
as in the texts; after which (space 23), edqety K.7.r. 

In the margin it has ofwa Tapacyeiy THY Urap—w Kal tHv 
mrdow Kai Ta edn. 

Thus we get some valuable information by which to attempt a 
restoration of the text, and very sure indications of the relations 
of the two MSS. 

Bk. 1. c. 28, Lomm. p: 48. ris 6 & avTh Noyos...emépyerat 
gxorobvtt.. Damaged in Cod. Monac., which has space for more, 
Cod. Ven. leaves a space of one line between émépyetat and oxo- 
ToOUVTL. 

Bk. xu. ce. 39, Lomm., Vol. 11. p. 73, Aros dvra. 

Cod. Monac, has s}rou dx (space 3 or 4) ova, the letters inter- 
vening being damaged. Cod. Ven. has rou (space 5), then ovra. 

Such evidence as this must hold good against much textual 
divergence ; and it must be admitted that the scribe of Cod. Ven. 
has made rather free use of conjectural alteration, But a com- 
parison of the readings of Cod. Ven. with those of Cod, Monac., 
which are given at the end of the Introduction, will shew, I think, 
that this supposition will explain the facts better than any other 
theory. 

Similar evidence may also be obtained from an investigation of 
the first parts of the MSS. which contain the Commentaries on 
S. Matthew. Perhaps a short statement on this part of the 
evidence may not be out of place. Here in Books x. and x1 the 
leaves of the Munich Codex have been bound up in wrong order, 
and two or three are wanting. In the Venice MS, the leaves are 
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in their right order, and nothing is missing ; hence the displace- 
ment and the loss of leaves in Cod. Monac. is subsequent to 
1374, the date of the Venice MS. 

The Munich MS. has lost its first leaf; it now begins with the 
words tive 8& Adurpovow, Bk. x. c. 3, Lomm. p. 15. These occur 
in Cod. Ven. on the 2nd recto, line 5. ; 

We may first notice two omissions, due to homoioteleuton, in 
Cod. Ven. of words contained in Cod. Mon.; as indications of 
course, not as proofs. 

Bk. x1. c. 18, Lomm. pp. 120, 121. 6 yrds eal Tpavn éoTal— 
6 yords.. Cod. Ven. omits cat Tpavj—O Yds. 

Bk. xu. ¢ 1, Lomm. p. 127. «ai dapicaio. mpeaBevouct 
yap ot pev papioator. 

Cod. Ven. omits mpecBevovor—dapicaior. 

The following passage supplies clear proofs. (Bk. X11. ¢. 20.) 


"Ered Sé ov évedéyeto 'rpo- Cod. Ven. ta tovadTa amo- 
djrny amolnéobar ew ‘le- édeoOar. 
\ 3 Ul > 
povoadnp, amwderay avano- 
ylav %xovcav mpos '7d° 6 Cod. Ven. omits, leaving space 
Grorécas THv Wuxnv av- (15). 
‘rob &vexev od evpyoe 
oo US \ n ” SN 
avtiv, Sia ToT eet avTov 
eis "lepoodupa aren Geir, iva 
Torodda wabanv ev! éxetvous Cod. Ven. omits, leaving space 
oe ~ (10). 


The words between the signs! 1 are in each case damaged in 
Cod. Monac. 

Bk. xu. c. 24, Lomm. p. 170, dépe edzreiv Ta Bacidisov 7, 
damaged in Cod. Monac. Cod, Ven. omits Baotridov, leaving a 
space (7). And for 7 it reads Kal. 

Thus there can be no doubt that the Venice MS. is derived 
from that at Munich. On this MS. therefore we are entirely 
dependent for the text of the Commentaries on S. John. Un- 
fortunately its present condition at the bottom and top of several 
leaves is such that the lacunae in these places cannot for the 
most part be filled up; though in some cases hints as to length 
and individual words can be obtained, which may serve as useful 
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guides for conjectural restoration. The Venice Codex is our best 
authority for this group of the MSS. of the Comm. in Matt. 
in the places where Cod. Monacensis is now defective, as the 
other direct copies of this MS. have apparently been made since 
its mutilation. The alterations introduced by the scribe of 
Cod. Ven. frequently deserve consideration, and are not seldom 
obviously right. 

The marginal notes on blasphemy suggest the possibility 
of the suppression of some passages on account of the doctrine 
contained in them. But all the lacunae—and there are several in 
Cod. Monac. due to its original, besides those due to the damage 
done to the MS. itself—cannot be explained by this hypothesis: of 
this Bk. xm. ¢. 32 will serve as an example. But while much 
must be given up as no longer recoverable, a good deal of light 
may be thrown on the text of many passages in the Commentaries 
by the use of Cod. Monac. With a view to further work on them 
I made a collation in September 1889 of the Commentaries on 
S. John. 

Huet knew of the Manuscript, but does not seem to have 
used it. He occasionally agrees with it against the Paris MS. 
on which his text was based, but such readings are probably 
emendations of his own, or were suggested by the versions. 
Through the version of Ferrarius he became acquainted with 
a text like that of the Venice MS, 

Delarue’s wider knowledge—whether he had examined any 
MSS. himself I cannot discover—is marred by inaccuracy of 
statement as to the readings contained in MSS. In particular 
he seems to have taken it for granted that any reading adopted 
by Huet in his text was necessarily that contained in the 
Paris Codex.’ The undue influence of this Codex, which it has 
exercised owing to its relation to Huet’s text, must be set aside, 
But when all has been done that is possible by the ordinary 
methods of textual criticism, a large sphere will remain in which 
conjectural emendation alone can be of any avail. 

The notes of Th. Mangey preserved in the British Museum 
(MSS. Add. 6428) do not contain fresh material. Those on the 
Commentaries on 8. John appear to be a partial collation of 
Huet’s text with something of the type of Cod. Venetus, not the 
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Bodleian MS, which is at times mentioned separately. Possibly 
he was working with the Codex Barberinus of that type. But 
whatever his source was, it contains nothing helpful which is not 
otherwise known. 


It may be worth while to bring together here some examples 
from Cod. Monac. of important New Testament Readings of 
an ancient type, which have been subsequently brought into 
conformity with the ordinary Syrian text, either by its correctors 
or in its descendants. These will be sufficient to shew that it 
may throw some further light on the problem of the text of 
the New Testament used by Origen, while they will serve to 
illustrate the manner in which the text of quotations from the 
New Testament has been handled in the MSS. of the Fathers. 


In the following list of some pre-Syrian readings supported by Ood. 
Monae. T have added in a few cases interesting readings from the other MSS. 
In these cases the MS. authority is added in brackets. 


Lomm. I. 
p. 177. Jn. i. 15. 6 elmav., See Tisch, (Or.*0) 
Jn. i, 18. povoyevis beos. (See above, p. 8.) 
6 dv om. Heracleon (?) 
210, Jn. i. 24, dreotadpévot. See Tisch. Or.) 
211. Mb. iii. 10. dy dé kai (Ven.) 
214f. Mk. i. 2. om. éumpoobév cov. See Tisch. (Or.*1”?) 
O27 ss di dey 20s eornkey 
Juv, 3.27, avros €orw 6 OM. 
(but in Or. vi. 23 Mon. ins. 6), See Tisch. (Or.41%°) 
234, Jn, i. 26. ornxes (Heracleon) 
elornxes (Bodl, Ven. Cf. Eusebius) 
(292, Mk.i,27.  €Oay8jOncav. See Tisch. (Or.4")] 
[293. Luke iv. 40. éOepdmevev (Paris. Ven. Monac.) 
€Oepamevoer (Bodl.)] 
Lomm. I. 
p. 5. 1Cor.iv. 11. yuprerevoper (Par. Bodl. Mon. Ven.) 
9. Jn. iv. 16. cov rdv dvdpa (Bodl, Ven.) 
18. Jn,iv. 14, ov dupjoe (Ven.) 
od py Supnoes (Bodl.) 
ov p17) Subyoy (Par. Mon.) 
See Tisch. (Or.*2) 
57. Jn.iv. 31. ev rd pera€d dé (Bodl. Ven.) 
68. Jn. xiv. 28. 6 marhp 6 méuapas pe 
om. 6 marnp (Bod. Ven.) 
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92. Mt. xii. 42. SoAopevos (Par. Mon.) 
104, Jn.iv. 42.  ovrds éorw ddnOas (Bod. Ven.) 
106. 1 Cor, ix. 1. édpaxa (Par. Mon.) 
109. Jn. iv. 44.  adros 6 io sec. loc. (Ven. Bodl.) 
‘s 5 tert. loc. (Bod. Mon.) 
110. . * (Ven. Bodl.) 
114. Jn. ii. 15.  dvéorpeyev (Par. Mon.) 
See Tisch. (Or.*??*) 
115. Jn. ii. 16. ay mroujre (Par. and ? Mon.) 
Jn. ii. 23. €v rh éoprh ev r@ macxa (Bodl.) 
€v TH €opTH TOU macxa (Ven.) 
123, Mt. x. 28.  Wuxnv cat copa (Monac. Ven.) 
130. Mt. viii. 8. 6 mais wou om. (Par. Mon.) 
248. Mt. v.28. os ay éuBdéWy (Mon.) 
264, Jn. vill. 44. ov« gornxev (Par. Mon.) 


N.B. It will be seen that in the above list I have given some examples 
of readings not pre-Syrian. These are cases of attestation where further 
examination of the Manuscripts of Origen has corrected or supplemented 
Delarue’s information, on which of course Tischendorf depended. The 
references to Tischendorf are to his critical digest 7m locc. His references 
to Origen (e.g. Or!) refer to the volume and page in Delarue’s edition. 


It only remains to say a few words about Catenae on S. John. 
At Munich there are two fragments attributed to Origen in a 
Catena of the xIth century (Gr. 437). At Rome there are several 
in the Catenae Vat. 1423, Regin. 9. The larger fragment in the 
Munich Catena occurred also with considerable variations in 
Regin. 9. I was unable at Rome to do more than glance at these 
fragments. The fragments pointed to the same conclusions as 
may be drawn from an examination of those published by Cor- 
derius from an Antwerp MS. Most of them at any rate might 
have come from Origen’s pen, so far as opinions are concerned. 
But in the comparatively few instances where they cover common 
ground with the extant Commentaries, the text and even the 
contents are either wholly different or widely divergent. Some 
of them have the appearance of being taken from Homilies, others 
from émvcnuedoers. The nearest agreement with the extant 
Commentaries was in the case of two fragments in Regin. 9, where 
the text of Orig. Comm. in Joann. xxxu. 11 onpedon 8€ Tiva 
tporov—onpavvonévo and 13 ésel odv—extov (Lomm. p. 435 
and p. 449) occurred almost exactly, but in each case the rest of 
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the fragment was different from the text of the Commentaries. 
Nor was the result of a closer examination of two Catenae, XXVII 
(saec. X.) and XXVIII (saec. XI), at Venice different. Of these 
the former contains more matter, though occasionally the frag- 
ments in the latter have pieces omitted in Cod. XXVIL. On the 
whole, however, Cod. XXVIII. is much more curtailed. The greater 
part of what is contained in Corderius is in Cod, XXVIL; some- 
times he gives the fullest text, and sometimes the Venice MS. is 
fuller. There is also a good deal at Venice which is not found in 
his edition. ‘There is, I think, a close connexion between Ven. 
xxvit. and Regin. 9 at Rome, but I did not bring away enough 
information from Rome to determine this. I was able at Venice 
to copy all the fragments attributed to Origen in the Catena on 
S John in Cod. xxvu. Much more must be done elsewhere 
before they can be made serviceable, but there is promise of 
considerable addition to the published writings of Origen from 
this Catena alone, though the critic’s knife is not unneeded. 

The textual results are the same as might be gathered from 
the MSS. at Munich and Rome. The sense of lost parts of the 
Commentaries may be recovered, but not much of the actual 
text. This of course was to be expected. I can only conclude 
with the hope that I may be able to bring to light some of this 
buried matter if I am allowed to continue working at the text of 
Origen’s Commentaries on S. John. 

‘As I intend to quote in the apparatus criticus readings from 
the Munich MS. only, I subjoin a full collation of the first 30 
pages of Tom. x1il. of the Commentaries on S. John, in the 
edition of Lommatzsch, with Codd. Monacenis (M), Venetus (V), 
Regius (P), and Bodleianus (B). The quotations of differences 
of accent or breathing, of obvious itacistic blunders and » éped- 
KvoTike are not exhaustive, but I have endeavoured to make the 
collation of Cod. Monac. as complete as I could. The readings 
marked by (+) are readings of the Bodleian, where it differs 
from Huet, which Bentley has not noticed in the margin of the 
copy in Trinity College Library. In a few cases, where I knew 
them, I have given the readings of the Barberini Codices under 
the symbols R, (= V) and R, (=VI). The left column gives the 
text of Lommatzsch. 
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Or the personal history of Heracleon hardly anything is 
known. Clement of Alexandria, quoting his comment on a 
passage of S. Luke, calls him the most famous of the Valentinian 
School’. Origen prefaces his first citation from Heracleon’s Com- 
mentary on the Gospel of S. John with the information that he 
was said to have been a pupil (or, perhaps, an acquaintance) of 
Valentinus*. He is mentioned once by Irenaeus in conjunction 
with Ptolemaeus, and possibly with Valentinus, who is at any 
rate mentioned several times by name shortly before, as the chief 


1 Clem, Alex. Strom. rv. 9, p. 595 (ed. Potter), 6 ris Ovadevrivov oxodHs Soxt- 
puoraros. 

2 Origen, Comm. in Joann, 1. 8, Tov Ovadevtivov eybyevov elvar yrpiov. Tt 
seems probable that Origen here uses the word yvwpiuos in the sense of ‘pupil,’ a 
meaning which it often bears. Cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. v. 11, roiro dpa Bobderar 
Kal r@ IWv0aydpe 4 mevraerlas cry qv rots ywuplywos mapeyyvg, and Ibid. 1. 4, 
Hippolytus, Refutatio, 1. 13, Anpdxpiros 5@ Aevelrmov ylverar ywdpiyos. Justin 
Martyr, Apol. 1..32, dv (sc. m@dov) éexéd\evcev dyayey atrg rbre rods ywupluous 
avrov. Joseph. B, J. ty. 8. 3, bd ’Ediocalov rod mpopijrov' yvupiyos 5é Fv obros 
Tria cal duddox0s. Philo 1, 201. 6 (ed, Mangey), drére yap rarip vidy témre: cwdpo- 
vitov 7 diidoxaros yapyov, and 1. 208. 4, Plutarch, 2. 448 (Francofurt. 1620), 
dyrl yvupluww Kal padnrdv épacral kadovpevor Kal dvres (of the gradual growth of the 
pupil’s affection for his master). Cf. also Strabo 1.1.11. Philostratus 529 (2. 41. 
9 ed. Teubner), 578 (2. 84. 13), and 583 (2. 88, 4), and Suidas sub voce. The 
growth of the meaning may be traced in such passages as Xen. Mem. 2. 3, 1, 
dbehpw pev addnrow, éavTE (8c. Dwkpdrer) 6¢ yrwpluw. 

At the same time the word would hardly be used of one who had joined a school 
after the death of the Master. Its use is not compatible with any great difference 
of date between Valentinus and his pupil, 
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exponent of the opinions under discussion. Tertullian also 
yefers to him once as having developed the Valentinian teaching 
on the lines suggested by Ptolemaecus’. The author of the 
Refutatio® mentions him and Ptolemaeus as the chief exponents of 
the Italic school of Valentinianism. In the preface at the beginning 
of the sixth book he is placed after Ptolemaeus. Theodoret* 
mentions him after Secundus, in quite general terms, with Cossia- 
nus, Theodotus, Ptolemaeus, Marcus. He is also once referred to 
by Photius’. 

Praedestinatus® is certainly wrong in telling a story of him 
which connects his name with the Roman episcopate of Alex- 
ander (c. 110 A.D.). ‘Hic in partibus Siciliae inchoauit docere: 
contra hune susceperunt episcopi Siculorum, Eustachius Lily- 
baeorum et Panormeorum Theodorus, quique omnium per Siciliam 
erant episcoporum synodum exorantes gestis eum audire decre- 
uerunt et uniuersas adsertiones eius dirigentes ad sanctum Alex- 
andrum urbis episcopum rogauerunt, ut ad eum confutandum 
aliquid ordinaret. Tunc sanctus Alexander ad singula quaeque 
capita hydri singulos gladios dei uerbi de uagina diuinae legis 
eiciens librum contra Heracleonem ordinans, feruentissimum in- 
genio Sabinianum presbyterum destinauit, qui et scriptis episcopi 
et adsertione sua ita eum confutaret, ut nocte media nauis prae- 
sidio fugeret, et ultra ubinam deuenisset penitus nullus sciret.’ 
The date is impossible, and the heretical views on baptism 
attributed to him in the same account (nihil obesse baptizatis 
peccata memorabat) have no greater claims to be accepted as part 
of his teaching. 

That he had a school of followers we know from Praedestinatus, 
‘Sextadecima haeresis Heracleonitarum ab Heracleone adinuenta 


1 Tyenaeus u. 4. 1, Honorificentius reliquis aeonibus ipsius (?) Ptolemaei et 
Heracleonis et reliquis omnibus qui eadem opinantur. 

2 Tertullian, adv. Valentinianos ¢. 4, Deduxit et Heracleon inde tramites quos- 
dam et Secundus et magus Marcus. 

3 Hippolytus, Refutatio Omn. Haeres., vi. 35. 

4 Theodoret, Haeret. Compend. 1. 8, kal addou dé uiproe évreddev dvepinoav 
alpécews apxnyol, Kooowavds, Oeddoros, ‘Hpakdéwv, Irorenatos, Mdpkos, duddopa 
mpoemwvonoayres dbyHara. 

5 Photius, Hp. 134 (ed. Ric. Montacutius). 

6 Praedestinatus, Haer. 16. 
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est’: from Augustine’ (c. 16) ‘ Heracleonitae ab Heracleone’: from 
Epiphanius (/aer. xxxvi.) ‘Hpaxdréov kal oi an’ adtod ‘Hpa- 
kKrewvirar: and from Origen (passim), e.g. of am’ avtod, olyeTau 
avtois Ta THS pvOoTroLias, of ATO THS yuopns avTod. 

The fact that a school of his disciples was in existence when 
Origen wrote his Commentaries on 8S. John (of which parts at any 
rate were written before A.D. 228”), does not necessitate any earlier 
date for Heracleon than the end of the second century. The exact 
meaning of Origen’s description of him (Comm. in Joann. 1. 8) is 
uncertain, but the phrase used (yvépimos) would hardly be natural, 
unless Heracleon had been a prominent member of the school 
during the lifetime of Valentinus. And we cannot lay much 
stress on the fact that Origen admits that his account is only 
from hearsay (Aeydpevov). In the absence of more direct evidence 
we have no reason to distrust this tradition. On the other hand, 
stress has been laid on the probability that the heads of the 
Western or Italic School of Valentinians were contemporary, 
or nearly so, with those of the Anatolic School to whom they are 
opposed in the Refutatio. But as there is nothing to tell us 
how quickly the two schools respectively developed, or whether 
those who were regarded by a later age as most representative of 
them were those who stood at the head at the same time, such 
an argument is very precarious. The constant connexion of the 
names of Ptolemaeus and Heracleon, not always in the same order, 

is our only guide. As the order is never necessarily chronological, 
its variation does not prove that they were absolutely contempo- 
rary, but it certainly gives a high probability to the supposition 
that they were nearly so. All we know for certain is, that 
Heracleon’s Commentary on 8. John was in existence before 228, 
and that a comment of his on Luke xii. 8—11 was quoted by 
Clement as early as 193. Clement’s silence as to the Commen- 
taries on 8. John affords no evidence of a later date than this 
for their composition. Lipsius points out the probability that 
Trenaeus had heard of him when he came to Rome about 176 
or 177: and at any rate the school of Ptolemaeus was well 


1 Augustine, De haeresibus liber, c. 16 (ed. Migne, vol. vit. p. 27). 
2 See the Article ‘Origen’ in Dict. of Chr. Biogr. vol. tv. p. 114. 
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established at that time’. We may perhaps go a little further. 
It may be reasonably assumed that the lectures of Irenaeus, on 
which, according to the most probable interpretation of Photius’, 
the Compendium of Hippolytus was founded, were delivered not 
later than 177%, and we know that in this Compendium the heresy 
of Heracleon was described. This can be gathered, almost with 
certainty, from the place assigned to him in the Minor Heresiolo- 
gists. This evidence is independent of the disputed question of 
the date of the Syntagma of Hippolytus. Thus we have no 
evidence which necessitates an earlier date than 170 for the 
appearance of Heracleon as a Heresiarch, but on the other hand 
there is a considerable probability, if we allow to the expression of 
Origen the full force of its most natural interpretation, that the 
true date is somewhat earlier, and in closer proximity to the 
death of Valentinus. Heinrici* has made use of the reference to 
Heracleon. in Clement’s Eclogae Propheticae®, which he regards as 
a very early work of the Alexandrine Father, to press the earlier 
date ; but, if we take the more common view that these formed 
part of the lost books of the Hypotyposes®, this argument has of 
course no weight. 

The only other possibly available evidence is such as might be 
deduced from the character of the Valentinian doctrine dealt with 
in the Refutatio, supposing that we ought to regard this doctrine 
as Heracleonic. It is always allowed to be of a later type than 
that represented in Irenaeus, and thus its contents might possibly 
give us some clue to Heracleon’s date; but with this question we 
are not yet in a position to deal. Suffice it to say here that the 
chronological difference need not be great, and that the Refutatio, 
if it has any connexion with Heracleon, represents in all probability 
a stage of Heracleonism more developed than the teaching of the 
Master himself. Here then we must leave, at any rate for the 
present, the question of Heracleon’s date. 

1 Lipsius in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift fiir Wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1867, 
Olle 
; 2 Lightfoot, Clement of Rome (2nd ed.), vol. 11. p. 414. 
3 hid, p. 423. 
4 Die Valentinianische Gnosis und die Heilige Schrift, p. 13. 
5 See Fragment 49. 
6 See Dict. of Chr. Biogr. vol. 1. p. 564 ‘Clement.’ 
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We know from Origen’s direct statement, as well as from 
the fragments cited by him, that Heracleon was the author of 
vrrouvnuata’, These included Commentaries on at any rate 
large portions of the Gospel according to 8. John, and probably 
also on that according to 8. Luke. This follows from Clement's 
statement on Luke xii. 8-11, todrov é&nyovpevos tov ToTov 6 
“Hpaxdéwv, «.7.A. Whether he also wrote on S. Matthew is 
uncertain®, That he used it as authoritative follows from his 
citation? of Matt. viii. 12, of viot ts Bacirelas é&edXevoovTar 
(Text. Rec. ékBrAn@noovrar), to prove the destruction of the men 
of the Demiurge. 


The place of Heracleon among the Valentinians is given 
differently by different heresiologists. Philaster and Pseudo- 
Tertullian place him next to Secundus; Epiphanius and Augus- 
tine after Colarbasus. We do not possess sufficient information, 
either in the fragments of his own writings which remain, or in the 
very scanty references of other writers, to clear away the obscurity 
which shrouds his system. The statement of Ps,-Tertullian, 
‘Qui cum Valentino paria sentit sed nouitate quadam pronun- 
tiationis uult uideri alia sentire, is perhaps unfair in its im- 
putation, but it comes as near the truth as we can get. The 
information given by the Minor Heresiologists is but scanty. 


PHILASTRIUS. 


Dicens principium esse unum 
quem dominum appellat, deinde de 
hoe natum aliud, deque his duobus 
generationem multorum adserit prin- 
cipiorum. 


Ps.-TERTULLIANUS. 


Introducit enim in primis illud 
fuisse quod...pronuntiat, et deinde ex 
illa monade duo ae deinde reliquos 
aeones. Deinde introducit totum 
Valentinum. 


What word is to be supplied to fill up the lacuna in the 


account of Ps.-Tertullian, has been sufficiently discussed by others‘. 
The phrase ‘ex illa monade’ just below certainly suggests that 
‘monadem’ is the only natural reading. Thus we get Movas as 
the starting point of the Heracleonic system, according to the 


1 Origen, Comm. in Joann. v1. 8 év ofs karadédourev bropyhuacw. 
2 See Fragment 51 (note). 

3% Origen, Comm. in Joann. xu. 59. 

4 Cf. Lipsius, Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, p. 170, 
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Syntagma of Hippolytus, the almost certain source of the accounts 
which we are considering. And this agrees exactly with the 
account given by Hippolytus in the Refutatio, where the system 
described under the section devoted to Valentinus starts from 
a povas ayévvntos, apOaptos K.7.d. (see Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. 
Haeres. vi. 29). Combining this with the direct statements of 
Trenacus (1. xi. 1) with regard to the tenets of Valentinus himself, 
we may regard it as most probable that, whereas Valentinus’s 
system starts with an original Dyad, his more Pythagoreanising 
pupil Heracleon referred the origin of all things to an eternal 
Monad. Other more distinctly Pythagoreanising tendencies of 
Heracleon and his school will come under notice later on. 

The next step is more obscure. The most natural explanation 
of the facts recorded by the Minor Heresiologists is that Heracleon 
spoke of his second principle indifferently as one, or as a Dyad, of 
which the two principles were not very clearly distinguished. It 
must correspond to the Valentinian Nods and ’AdjOeva: and very 
possibly he may have often referred to it as ddOeva: compare the 
use in the Fragments of the term 1 matpt THis adnOeias. The 
exact agreement of this with the account given in the Refutatro 
must be noted. We need only quote vi. 29, mpoéSarev ouv Kal 
éyévynoevy avTos 6 TaTp, GoTEP Av povos, vodv Kat adnbeav 
rovrécts Suga. The next clause also agrees well enough with 
the rest of Ps-Tertullian and Philaster: fjrus xupia kal apx? 
yéyove Kal pntnp TavTav TOV évT0s TANPOLATOS catapiOpoupévev 
aidsvev. This combines the ‘deinde reliquos aeones’ of Ps.-Ter- 
tullian, and Philaster’s ‘deque his duobus generationem multorum 
adserit principiorum.’ 

But here a digression is necessary. Harnack in an interesting 
note’ has suggested that the ‘alius clarus magister’ of Irenaeus 


1 Zur Quellenkritik der Geschichte des Gnosticismus, p. 62n. He further sug- 
gests that Tertullian, in his copy of Irenaeus, may have found Heracleon’s name 
in this place (Irenaeus, 1. xi. 3). But Lipsius (Die Quellen der dltesten Ketzer- 
geschichte, p. 67 n.) has shewn that Tertullian reproduces this section of Trenaeus 
almost verbatim, subsequently to his mention of Heracleon, without connecting it 
with Heracleon’s name (Tert. adv. Valent. c. 37). Harnack also sees in the words 
of Irenaeus 1. 4. 1, ‘honorificentius...reliquis aconibus ipsius Ptolemaei et Hera- 
cleonis,’ a hint that Ptolemaeus and Heracleon agreed in prefixing to the ordinary 
series of Valentinian Aeons, projected by the F ather, a series of higher beings, 
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(I. xi. 3) should perhaps: be identified with Heracleon, But it has 
been pointed out that exactly the same teaching, with regard to 
Movorns, ‘Evdrns, Movds and “Ey, is attributed to Marcus, with a 
reference apparently to this passage, by means of the words xa&? 
& mpoeipntae (Irenaeus 1. xv. 1). We may also compare the words 
with which Marcus is introduced in ¢. xiii. 1 (the Greek is not 
available, as Epiphanius has here epitomised the words of 
Irenaeus); ‘alius uero quidam ex iis, qui sunt apud eos, magistri 
emendatorem se esse glorians; Marcus est autem illi nomen.’ 
We may therefore conclude that the section 1. xi. 3 refers to 
Marcus and not to Heracleon. But Lipsius is inclined? to regard 
the description of Heracleon, which Hippolytus gives in the 
Syntagma, as based on this passage of Irenaeus. If this is right, 
it follows of course that the information to be found in the 
Syntagma about Heracleon is open to grave suspicion. But, in his 
article on Valentinus, Lipsius has shewn that Hippolytus cannot 
have derived his statements as to the pupils of Valentinus 
(Secundus, Ptolemaeus and Heracleon) from the account of 
Irenaeus (I. xi. xii.) alone, but must have used some other source 
as well, if indeed he used this passage at all: and that the parti- 
cular doctrines assigned by Irenaeus to Secundus and Ptolemaeus, 
those of the retpds defud and dpiotepd, and the two ovtuyor 
respectively, are not so attributed by Hippolytus, while the dis- 
tinction of the two Yodia:, assigned by Irenaeus to Secundus 
(I. xi, 2), is in Hippolytus assigned to them both. The connexion 
then is so very loose that, when we find that Hippolytus (see 
Ps-Tertullian, quoted above) makes Heracleon’s first principle to 
be Movds, we need hardly assume that he derived this from 
Irenaeus I. xi, 3, where the first principle of the ‘clarus magister’ 


But the ‘ipsius’ will hardly bear out this; and as no mention has been made in 
the chapter at all of Ptolemacus, the ‘ipsius’ is in any case strange. It would 
refer much more naturally to Valentinus, who alone has been mentioned so far. 
Perhaps we should insert an ‘et’ after ‘ipsius,’ reading ‘ipsius et Ptolemaei.’ 

1 See Neander, Genetische Entwickelung der gnostischen Systeme, p. 169: with 
this must be compared Dr Salmon’s article on ‘Epiphanes,’ Dict. of Christ. Biogr. 
vol. 11, 

* See his article on ‘Irenaeus,’ Dict. of Christ. Biogr. vol. 11. p- 261. But we 
should also compare Die Quellen der alt. Ketzergeschichte, pp. 169, 170; and his 
article on ‘Valentinus,’ Dict. of Christ. Biogr, vol. ry. p. 1084. 
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is Movérns. There would seem then to be no valid reason for 
rejecting the information afforded by Hippolytus on the ground of 
its derivation from this passage of Irenaeus, which refers to another 
teacher. Whence Philaster derived his statement that Heracleon 
called his first principle ‘Dominum’ is not known. It is quite 
possible that he may have used the term Kupuos (cf. evpia, Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 29); but of this we know nothing. 

The only other information afforded by the Minor Heresiologists 
is ‘Deinde introducit totum Valentinum,’ which 1s probably true 
enough. With the probable exceptions already considered there 
is no reason to suppose that Heracleon materially altered the 
system of his master, or that he laid any particular stress on the 
details of the system. His interest seems to have been more in the 
general theological and philosophical teaching of Valentinianism, 
and the interpretation by it of the Canonical Books which he 
regarded as authoritative, and especially of the Gospel according 
to §. John. 

The patchwork of Epiphanius* need not detain us long. His 
points of contact with Philaster and Ps.-Tertullian betray the use 
of the Syntagma; and most of the rest consists so obviously of 
gleanings from Irenaeus that it is unnecessary to look further for 
his authority. The choice of Marcosian sources for his investiga- 
tions was the natural consequence of the relative positions he 
assigns to Marcus, Colarbasus and Heracleon. At the same time 
the teaching of Heracleon on the two viol avOperov (Frag. 35) 
lends plausibility to the supposition that the adroz of Trenaeus | 
1. xii. 4 may have some connexion with Heracleon, and that he 
did call the Father of All dv@pw7os. But, as a Commentator like 
Heracleon was bound to make use of the Evangelic phrase vids 
dvOperou, the identification is precarious. For the rest we should 
perhaps notice the parallelism of pare dppev wnte OnArv with Hipp. 
Ref. v1. 30 (év ev yap TO ayevyire, pnow, éort mavTa Opod, ev O€ 
Trois yevyntots, TO pev OArv...70 88 dppev), because of the pnct, 
with which we must deal later on. The description of the deuTépa 
_yuitnp is a natural description of what formed part of every 
Valentinian system. Epiphanius might easily have added it 
himself, without deriving it from any particular source. The 


1 Epiphanius, Haer. xxxvi. 
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words Bovrera Sé TAclova TOV TPO aUTOD Kal oDTOS Aéyewv, When 
compared with the statement of Ps.-Tertullian quoted above, point 
to the existence of some such accusation in the Syntagma. 

We know from the Refutatio that Heracleon belonged to the 
Italic school of Valentinians ; but beyond this no further informa- 
tion as to his teaching has come down to us, apart from his own 
writings; unless indeed the account of Valentinianism given by 
Hippolytus in the Refutatio is to be connected with the name of 
Heracleon. This question can only be settled by an examination 
of the points of contact between the two in matter and lan- 
guage; and this it will be better to reserve for the notes on the 
Fragments. It will not be out of place here, however, to trace 
shortly the illustrations which the Fragments offer of those pas- 
sages of the Refutatio, which are confessedly derived from a 
document quoted, noticing also again the parts of such passages 
which shew similarity to the account of Heracleon given in the 
Syntagma. The first of these passages (Ref. VI. 29), jv bros, yo, 
yevyntov ovdev, matip dé jv pmovos ayévyntos, ov Tdmov éxav, 
ov xpovov, ov cupBovdAov, ovK aANQV Twa Kat ovdSéva TOV TPOTOY 
vonOjvar Sduvayéevnv ovoiay, is in thorough harmony with the 
account in the Syntagma. The description of dyamn, though 
worthy of the author of the Fragment (50) on oworoyia, offers no 
point of contact with the Fragments. The agreement of the next 
sentence, rpoéBanev ovv.,.rovtéo te dvada, «.7.d., With the Syntagma 
has been pointed out, but it is not directly attributed to the 

document. The next sentence so attributed, todrov yap, dyci, 

rerevdtepov apiOuod «.7.r., is in harmony with the Pythagorean 
tendency to dwell on numbers, which is seen in Fragments 16, 18, 
40, where Heracleon explains the significance of the 46 years 
occupied by’ the building of the Temple, the six husbands (ac- 
cording to his text) of the woman of Samaria, and the seventh 
hour when the son of the Baovduxds was healed. With the 
sentence év uev yap TH ayevvnto, poly, «.T.r. we have dealt 
before. With the following attn éotl, dno, 7 ayaln, 1) éroupa- 
vios ‘lepovaanim, eis fv errnyyethato 6 Beds eicayayeiv Tovs 
viovs Iopandr, must be compared the ‘lepovoadip of Fragment 18, 
of which the Wuyixds Té7ros, typified in John 11. 13 by ‘epoce- 
Aupa, is an eiewv. (Cf. the note zn loc.) 
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In chapter 32, after the explanation of apx7) copias poBos 
xuptov (Prov. i. 7), attributed by the use of gnol to the same 
document, we find a long passage, which it will be necessary to quote 
in full. "Eats 88 rupadns, dynolv, 1) Wuxexr ovoia, Kadeirar dé 
cai téros [wecdtyntos] Um avradv Kal éBdSopds Kat TAaawos TOV 
jpepov' Kar boa TovadTa Aéyouct Tept TovTOV, Tabra eivat TOU 
uyicod, bv pacw elvar TOD KOopov Snusoupyov' eats Sé mupwdns. 
Neyer, Pyot, kat Mavois: Kupios 0 Ocos cou tip éotl préyov 
Kah katavaricKov. Kai yap TOTO oUTwS yeypapOar Oérer. SuTdH 
8¢ ris dors, dnaolv, 7) SUvapus TOD Tupos* gate yap Tip Taypayor, 
katacBecOjvat pr) Suvdpevov...caTa TodTo TolvuY TO mépos Ovntn 
ris éoTw 1 Wuyi), mecoTns TIS ovca' gore yap éBdouds Kat 
Katamavow. vmoKata yap éotl THs dydoddos, bmou éotly 7 
copia, juépa pepoppwpéern, UTepava O& THS drns, Hs eotl dy- 
puoupyds. éav obv eEopovwOy tots ave, TH dySo0ad:, abavatos 
éyévero Kal nrOev eis THY dySoaba, tres orl, dnotv, ‘lepovcadip 
érroupavios' édv 8é eEopowwO7 Th UA, TovTEéaTL ToIs magert Tots 
Urukois, POapt) gota Kal amwreto [? éote kat amoddvtat|. It 
is impossible to determine how much of this passage is actually 
quoted from the document in question: but the Toros [weroTnTOs | 
reminds us of Frag. 18, tov wuxsxov rozov, Frag. 40, T@ UTO- 
BeBndre puéper THs pecorntos, and Frag. 35, vmep Tov TOTOV. 
And the account of wuxsx7) ovoia as éBSouds, and of the con- 
ditions under which it may become a@avaros, vividly recalls the 
description of yuy7 in Fragment 40. 

In chapter 34 (sub fin.), apart from the quotation from 1 Cor. 
ii. 14, all that is necessarily taken from the document is pepia oe, 
dno, éoriv 7 Svvapis Tod Snutovpyod. On the agreement, or 
disagreement, of the next sentence, popes yap Hv, K.7.r., with 
Fragment 2, see the note a loc. 

The rest of the quotations from the document, and there are 
practically only two more, offer no points of comparison or of 
contrast. But this examination reveals a very decided similarity 
between such parts of his system as can be discovered from the 
Fragments of Heracleon, and the passages of the Refutatio where by 
the use of not Hippolytus shews that he is quoting a particular 
Gnostic document’. It has never been proved that Valentinus 


1 The researches of Stiihelin (Harnack, Tecate und Untersuchungen v1. 3) do not 
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cannot have been the author of this document. But if the view, 
that the Pythagoreanising element was chiefly developed by 
Heracleon', is true, the Valentinian authorship is highly im- 
probable. The similarity of its contents to the Fragments of 
Heracleon do not prove that he was the author, but they render 
such a supposition very probable indeed. The more detailed 
comparison of the rest of the account in Hippolytus with the 
Fragments proves, I think, that the system on which the account 
is based is Heracleonic; while certain differences lead us to 
attribute it rather to the school of Heracleon, than to the founder 
of the school himself. I speak of course of the system on which 
Hippolytus bases his account: divergent systems and opinions are 
frequently mentioned. 

Thus no certain evidence for Heracleon’s date can be gained 
from the Refutatio. The Pythagoreanising tendency, and the 
absence of a ovfuyos of the Father, which we may attribute with 
probability, though not with certainty, to Heracleon, are not 
necessarily late elements. The details of the system, which are 
generally regarded as of a later type, may or may not be his. 

Of the Hucerpta ex Theodoto it is not necessary to speak 
at length here. The chief illustrations of the Fragments afforded 
by them will be referred to in the notes. Considerable verbal 
similarities exist, but we are not yet, if indeed we ever can be, in 
a position to deal certainly with the ‘Quellenkritik’ of the 
Excerpta. 

We must now turn to the surer ground of the Fragments 
themselves, and conclude with a short summary of the teaching 
of Heracleon, as it can be derived from his own writings. 

The nature of God is in itself unspotted, pure, invisible. He 
is Spirit, and can only be worshipped duly by those who are 
of the same nature as Himself, and whose worship is spiritual, not 
carnal (Fr. 24). Elsewhere he is called 6 mathp ths adnOeias 
(Fr. 20), We hear in Fr. 16 of a tetpas, ) dpoamXoxos, which 
is probably the highest Tetrad of the Valentinian system, ie. the 
four highest male Acons. The next highest Aeon of whom we 


affect the question under discussion. He admits the trustworthiness of Hippolytus’s 
authority in this section of the Refutatio. 
1 See also Lipsius, Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, p. 170. 
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read is perhaps the dvw Xpiords, who, according to the Hip- 
polytean account, sent the kowds rob mnpoparos kapmros to 
Sophia; but the interpretation of Fr. 35 is uncertain. The 
Adyos of Heracleon is not a member of the original Pleroma, 
or Aeon, according to Heracleon’s usage of the term. The 
inhabitants of the Acon came into being before him (Fr. 1). 
His position seems to correspond to that of the «owds KapTos 
in the Refutatio. All things, with the exception of the Aeon 
and its inhabitants, came into being through him, that is to say, 
according to Heracleon’s strange interpretation of dca, he was the 
cause of the creation of the world by the Demiurge (aapaoyetv 
av aitlav rhs yevdoews Tod kdopov T@ 6). Through his in- 
dwelling activity the Demiurge worked. 'The mvevparuxol were in 
a stricter sense created by him, avrds yap tiv mpdrnv poppoow 
riv Kara riv yeverw adrois mapéoxe, TA Um’ addov omapevTa 
els poppy Kai eis pwriopov Kal mepvypapny iSlav dyaydv Kat 
avadeléas. He is the true Creator, and is also called X prods 
(ir. 22). He is further identified with the Saviour (Fr. 5), 
and it is probably he, to whom reference is made in the words 
6 valde Kad of adv adr@ érOdvres (Kr, 22), as is shewn by what 
follows: é&9Oev...6 NOyos eds Tv olwovpévynv. We hear of the 
Holy Spirit as driving out evil (Fr. 13), but nothing further 
is said on the subject, 

Sophia is never mentioned in the Fragments, but her 
history is the archetype of that of the redemption of the 
mvevparixor, Which is represented as the true meaning of the 
story of the Samaritan Woman, and it is not possible to 
separate archetype from copy in Heracleon’s interpretation of the 
story. 

The Demiurge is frequently mentioned. Though in one 
sense the world came into being through the Adyos, the Demi- 
urge, inspired by him, is its immediate creator (Fr. 1). He it 
was, in all probability, who sowed, unconsciously, the pneumatic 
seeds which were formed and fostered by the Word (Fr. 3). He 
is typified by John the Baptist, who, when he professed his 
unworthiness to loose the latchet of Christ’s shoe, is represented 
by Heracleon as speaking in the person of the Demiurge, who is 
thus made to confess his inferiority to the Christ (Fr. 8). He is 
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the Creator whom the Jews worshipped, and is represented by 
Jerusalem, the seat of the imperfect worship which was soon 
to pass away (Fr. 20). The worship offered to him by all his 
worshippers was carnal and mistaken (Fr, 22). He is again 
represented by the Bacwdsxds of John iv. 46. He is, as it were, 
a petty king (Fr. 40), set over a small kingdom by the Great 
King. His kingdom is the témos peocdtntos, in the inferior 
part of which, represented by Capernaum, his son lies sick. 
His nature is psychic, as is that of his son, which is represented 
by the number seven, This nature is capable of salvation by 
being assimilated to the higher spiritual nature, but the de- 
struction of those who remain his ‘men,’ and are not thus assimi- 
lated, is assured by the words of Christ in Matt. viii, 12. His 
nature is such that it requires signs and wonders before it can 
believe: it cannot AsOy@ mucrevev. Yet he is easily persuaded of 
the superior power of the Saviour. He has his angels, here 
represented as slaves, who report to him on the well-being of 
his subjects, and the progress which they are making in conse- 
quence of the Saviour’s advent. ‘He and his house’ represent 
his whole angelic order, and those men who are more nearly 
akin to his own nature. Such can be saved, though the salvation 
of some of the angels is doubtful, and the destruction of those 
men, who are merely ‘men of the Demiurge,’ is certain. Once 
more, according to one interpretation of gorw 6 Syreév Kat 
kpivev the Judge is the Demiurge, the Saviour’s minister, who 
performs the will of Him to whom all judgment has been com- 
mitted. 

The dva@B8or0s comes next in importance in Heracleon’s 
teaching. He is represented by the Mountain of Samaria (Ir. 
20), which is ‘one part of the whole mountain of evil, the Koopos 
worshipped by all before the Law, and since the Law by the 
Nations of the Gentiles. He cannot stand in the truth, because 
his nature is not of the truth, but of its opposite, of error and 
ignorance. [Falsehood is his own by nature; he is physically 
incapable of speaking truth. His nature (for so Heracleon in- 
terprets 6 mar)p avrov) is composed of error and falsehood 
(Fr. 47). His substance is different in kind from the Aoye«r 
ovoia of the Saints (Fr. 45), He has desires but no will (Fr. 46). 
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The xovxoi are his children by nature, of the same substance 
as he. 

Corresponding to dyos, Snuroupyds, SuaBoros, we find the 
usual triple division of men into wvevparuxol, puxtKol, youkol or 
capkixol (cf. Fr. 44, érépas ovoias tuyydvovts trap’ ots Kahovor 
auxixods 7) mvevpatixovs). The mvevparixol are in some sense 
identical with the Adyos, who imparted to them their form and 
personality (Fr. 2). The Holy of Holies, into which the High 
Priest alone enters, symbolises the place of their final destination 
(Fr. 13). The spiritual seed has been sown in the éudvonya, 
which is apparently the psychical part of those men who possess 
it (Fr. 16), Before the coming of Christ their spiritual nature 
was imprisoned in matter, corrupted by adulterous and irrational 
intercourse with hylic wickedness. Their former life was weak, 
temporal, deficient, because it was cosmic. When they are rescued 
by the Saviour, the life which He gives them is eternal and 
incorruptible (Fr. 17). Through ignorance of God and the 
true worship which should be offered to Him, they lived in 
former times no true life (Fr. 19). Yet the spiritual nature was 
not wholly dormant ; the Church awaited Christ, and was persuaded 
that He knew all things, and was thus prepared to receive Him 
(Fr. 25). But their rescue depends in no way on themselves; 
the spiritual nature is gvces cwfouevov, and incorruptible 
(Fr. 37). Faith corresponds to their true nature, and henceforth 
they offer to the Father of Truth that spiritual worship which is 
their rational service (Fr. 24). This they can do, because they 
are of the same nature as God. Rescued themselves, they are 
instrumental in the salvation of others, especially of those puysxot 
who are capable of salvation. They pour forth what has been 
given them, unto the eternal life of others (étepov). So Heracleon 
interprets the adXopévou of John iv. 14 (Fr. 17). It is through 
and by the pneumatic that the psychic is brought to the Saviour 
(Fr. 27). 

The vevparixot are consubstantial with God, and are destined 
to salvation. With the yuyexol it is not so, They are the 
children of the Demiurge and share his nature. They are repre- 
sented by the Jews, who worshipped the Creator, the Demiurge, 
instead of the Father of Truth (Fr. 19), who thought they knew 
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God, but knew Him not, worshipping angels and months and 
moons (Fr. 21). They can be saved, but cannot enter the Pleroma: 
the mpovads, the sphere of the Levites’ service, is the true symbol 
of their destined home. They are many in number, and form 
the «fous, in contrast to the small number of the spiritual 
éxroy?}. But we learn most about their nature in Fragment 40. 
Like the mwvevpatixol they are entangled in try: and they are 
sick, sick unto death. But their case is not hopeless ; the psychic 
nature possesses fitness for salvation (émurndelws éyovoav); it 
is the corruptible which puts on incorruption. Its nature is 
symbolised by the number seven. The Hebdomad, we learn from 
Hippolytus, is the abode of the Demiurge, having affinities both 
with the Ogdoad above, and the Hyle (whose number is six) 
below. The psychic can rise to salvation or sink to destruction. 
There would seem then to be a freedom of choice. The uyexot 
are the mean between the necessarily saved and the hopelessly 
lost. But whether the freedom of choice is real or only apparent, 
it is hard to say. 

The yovxol are by nature the sons of the Devil. The wuyixol 
can, by doing his works, become sons of the Devil béce or akia, 
but only the yovwo are such by nature (Fr. 46). They are of the 
same substance with the Devil, and thus differ in kind from the 
other classes of men. Though it is nowhere expressly so stated, it 
follows from the position which they hold in the system that their 
destruction is inevitable. 

To set free the wveuvparixol, and to save those yuxvKol who 
were capable of salvation, was the work of the Saviour on earth. 
The exact nature of the Saviour who appeared on earth is 
nowhere explicitly stated. But we learn that the Christ, who, 
as we saw, probably corresponds to the Kowds rod TANPOLATOS 
kapros of the Hippolytean account, came down from the 
péyeOos, and took flesh as an tddqpua (Fr. 8). As we learn 
this from a fragment which is dealing with the words of the 
Baptist, pécos vor otiKel, «7.» and as in Fr. 10 a dis- 
tinction is made between the oda and that which dwells in it, 
we may assume that Heracleon’s ‘ Italic’ position is confirmed by 


1 Qn Heracleon’s use of the Preaching of Peter, see Fr. 21 (note), and Hilgen- 
feld, Nov. Test, extra Canon. receptum, Iv. p. 64. 
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the Fragments (see Hipp. Refut. vi. 35). We do not know ~ 
whether he commented on John i, 14 or not. The flesh which 
Christ took was imperfect and fitly represented by the Lamb. 
‘He who taketh away the sin of the world’ is the Higher Being, 
who dwells in the body. ‘Traces of Docetism are to be found in 
the account of His healing of the son of the Baowuxds (Fr. 40, 
kataBas mpos Tov Kadpvovta Kal iacdpevos avrov), and in the 
description of His food as the performance of the Father’s will. 
The interpretation of His journeys as typifying His passing from 
the hylic to the psychic sphere, or His appearing in the world, of 
course proves nothing, and the symbolical interpretation does not 
exclude the eink On the other hand the expressions used 
with regard to the Passion are surprisingly literal for a Gnostic. 
Not only does the Passion divide the two periods of the Saviour's 
sojourn on earth (Fr. 38), but the slaying of the lamb at the 
Great Feast is ae of the Passion of the Saviour, as again 
the eating of it symbolises the Marriage Feast of the future 
(Fr. 12). 

He appears publicly on earth first, apparently, at the time 
of the Baptism. His presence is declared to the people by the 
Baptist. Through his representative the Baptist, the Demiurge 
acknowledges the superiority of the Saviour. His journey to Caper- 
naum symbolises His descent into the hylic portions of the world: 
but the nature of this place is unsuitable, He can here neither 
do nor say anything. The journey to Jerusalem represents His 
ascent to the psychic sphere; He cleanses the Holy of Holies, 
the home of the pneumatic, and also, apparently, the Levites’ 
court, which belongs to the psychic. The powers of evil are driven 
out by the might of the Holy Spirit, and the Ecclesia becomes 
again the House of His Father. He goes down to Samaria 
to rescue the spiritual Church from the entanglements of matter, 
and the adulterous intercourse in which she had lived with her 
six husbands (Fr. 17); to restore her to her true husband above, and, 
for the present, to teach her the worship of the Father, ‘in spirit 
and in truth.” By her means, and later by His own words, the 
higher class of yuyexol are also rescued, and leave their former 
cosmic life. Thus the spiritual Church is rescued; He gathers 
it in as a reaper, and sends forth His angels, represented here on 
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earth by the Disciples, each one to his own partner: the final 
consummation is not till the avevparexoi are given as brides 
to the angels, and enter the Pleroma for the great Marriage Feast. 
He is said to have come to Samaria, in some sense, for the sake of 
the Disciples. Perhaps this may mean to rescue for the angels, 
whom they represent, their spiritual brides. The Saviour’s own 
work for the »uycxol is more fully described in Heracleon’s 
interpretation of the miracle of the healing of the son of the 
Bastdxos, which has been considered already. 

His work was not ended by the Passion. After the Resur- 
rection, no doubt, of the psychic Christ, the Saviour again 
appeared among His disciples and converted many more to faith 
than during the first period of His work. At length He was 
parted from them. The period between the Resurrection and 
the Ascension was probably regarded by Heracleon as considerably 
longer than forty days. This opinion was also held by other 
Gnostics: cf. Irenaeus 1. ili. 2, wera thy é« vexpav dvadctacw 
SexaoxT@ pnol réyew Siatetpipévac avtov adv Tots pabntais, 
and 1. xxx. 14, ‘remoratum autem eum post resurrectionem 
XVIII mensibus.’ 

Of the Eschatology of the system we do not hear much. The 
UArtKol are obviously doomed to destruction, and so are such of the 
yuxexot who are not raised and assimilated to what is higher ; 
the rest go to their own place of salvation, which we learn is 
without the Pleroma. The mvevyaruxol, as we may reasonably 
conjecture from what is said, are given as brides to the angels 
of the Saviour, and enter into the Pleroma to partake of the 
eternal rest of the Marriage Feast and the highest worship of the 
Father ‘in spirit and in truth, 


Enough examples have been given to shew the general character 
of Heracleon as a Commentator, but so far we have seen his worst 
side. He is seen at his best in the description of True Confession, 
in Life and not in Word only (Fr. 50). This whole fragment is of 
great interest and surprising excellence. At times in his Com- 
mentary on S. John he is an acute and accurate observer. He 
has seen rightly that the passage beginning, ovdels tov Oedv 
éwpaxev torote (Jn. i. 18), is not part of the Baptist’s speech, 
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but is added by the Evangelist himself (Fr. 3). His interpretation 
of dAXopévov (Jn. iv. 14) is fanciful, but striking. What he says 
of the Will of the Father in Fr. 31 certainly does not deserve the 
censure it receives from Origen. He has interpreted rightly the 
simplicity of the disciples in asking My tus Hveyev adT@ paryetv ; 
and the self-satisfied stupidity of the Jews in their suggestion 
of Myre admoxreved éavtov; Indeed he is often at his best in 
those places where Origen complains of his want of spiritual 
insight and servile adherence to the letter. But his explanatory 
remarks are often strangely unfortunate. We may cite as 
examples his account of Christ’s inability to teach or work 
miracles at Capernaum (Fr. 11); his remark on the objections 
raised by the Pharisees to John’s baptism (Fr. 6); and his 
distinction of what the Saviour said about John himself, from 
what He said about the things concerning him (Fr. 5). And his 
whole system of metaphorical interpretation is the most arbitrary 
attempt to read into the Fourth Gospel the details and teaching 
of the system in which he had been brought up. At the same 
time we must remember that, though the application is more arbi- 
trary, the general method is exactly the same as that of Origen 
himself. Both extract the meaning they desire from the words on 
which they are commenting by a violent system of metaphorical 
distortion. But whereas Origen applies his method more con- 
sistently, and endeavours to find a meaning which is based on a 
system formed from the study of the Fourth Gospel as a whole 
and of other books whose teaching is not alien to that of this 
Gospel, Heracleon attempts, very often with excessive wildness, 
to discover in the Gospel a system which has only a superficial 
and verbal connexion with it. Yet, on the whole, though we 
cannot but feel that the author of Fragment 50 might have 
employed his ability in a more fruitful manner than he has some- 
times done, there is much interesting matter, apart from the his- 
torical investigation of Valentinianism, to repay a careful study of 
the earliest Commentary on the Gospel of 8. John. 

The bearing of Heracleon’s Commentary on questions con- 
nected with the authorship and acceptance of the Fourth Gospel 
does not come within the scope of this book, A list of passages of 
Scripture quoted, or referred to by him, will be found at the end. 
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In it I have omitted one or two of those generally cited, 
where the quotation or reference is probably made by Origen 
and not by Heracleon himself, The Index of Words will 
supply further assistance for the study of his vocabulary and 
his teaching. 


Jo. i. 3. 


THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 


1. Orig. Comm. in Ioann. ii. 8 (R. tv. 66; L. 1. 117). 


Buaias dé olpat Kal xwpis paptupiov Tov Ovadevtivov 
DepHesy elvat yvoptpov ‘Hpaxréwva, Sarre ee TO TIANTA 
ar ayToy éréneto, é£evrndévar Tanta Tov aan ae Kal Ta 
év avTe, exxrelovta TOV TIANTON, TO Boov él TH drobéce 
abrod, ra Tod Koo pou Kal Tav év adT@ Siadépovta. pyar yap 5 


1.38. The exclusion of ra Tob Kéc- 
pou kal rav év aire Siadépovra from 
the rdvra is noticeable. Contrast 
Irenacus 1. viii. 5 mdvra Ov” adrod 
éyévero Kat xwpls avrod éyévero ovde 
wy maou yap rots per’ atrdy aldo 
poppis Kal yevéoews altuos 6 dbyos 
éyévero. The Valentinians generally 
deduced from the Prologue to the 
Fourth Gospel the origin of the 
Pleroma and its inhabitants. Cf. 
Excerpta ex Theodoto §6. The teach- 
ing of Heracleon is more nearly allied 
to that of Irenaeus, who frequently 
insists on the inclusion of the xdcpos 
in mdvra, a8 against the ordinary 
Valentinian interpretation of the 
passage. Heracleon’s supposition 
that 7a év 7 ala came into being 
before the Aéyos gives us a clue to his 
views with regard to the Adyos, who 
must be identified with the Adyos 
who, according to the Italie school, 
represented by Ptolemaeus and Hera- 
cleon, descended on the Son of Mary 
at the Baptism, 6 Nébyos 6 THs wyTpds 


dvwbev rhs coplas (Hipp. Refut. vi. 35). 
In the account given by Hippolytus 
we hear of seventy Aédyo. projected 
by Sophia and her cvgvyos, the xouwos 
rob mdnpwyaros kapmrés. Probably 
Heracleon’s Aéyos corresponds to the 
avivyos of Sophia. At any rate he 
oceupies a position below the aiwy 
and above the Demiurge. The Adyos 
who appeared to Valentinus in the 
form of a new-born babe (Hipp. 
Refut, vi. 42) cannot be assigned 
definitely to any place in the system, 
but is most probably to be regarded 
as the ciivyos of Zw}. Except there- 
fore that the term (Adyos) owes its 
origin to the Prologue to St John’s 
Gospel, it has no connexion with 
the Adyos of Heracleon. 

5. diapepovra. pyot yap] An un- 
fortunate transposition of yap and 
¢not in Cod. Ven. has misled Fer- 
rarius into translating this passage, 
‘Per sermonem inquit non insignia 
non seculum etc.’ Huet’s transla- 
tion of éxkdeloyra x.7,.d. ‘excluden- 
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Ov tov aidva } Ta év TO aldve yeyovévat S1a TOD 
Noyou, atiwa oleTat TPO TOU Adyou yeyovévat, avaLdérTepov 
6€ iordpevos mpdos TO Kai ywpic aytoY éréneto oye En, mde Jo. i. 3. 
evraBovpevos To Mx mpocOtic ToIc Adroic ayTOY, Na ME éA€r2H 
10 C€ KAI yeyAHc FéNH, mpooTiOnar TH OYAE EN TOV ev TO KOT LO 
Kal TH KTICEL, 


Pr. xxx. 6 
(xxiv. 29). 
\ - \ lal > \ \ [ <Siatt > fol 
Kal érel mpopavyn éott Ta vm’ avTov Ne- 
/ / / \ \ \ 2 / > 
yoweva ohddpa BeBiacuéva Kal Tapa thv évapyevay érray- 
, > \ / Lew! a > “ / a IQ 
yerrXOpeva, 6b TA VomLCOmeva avTO Oeta exxreleTat TOV TIANTON, 
‘ x ¢ 9 la) ” a , id U 
Ta dé, ws éxelvos oleTas, TaYTEADS POEtpopeva Kupiws TIANTA 
15 KaNElTaL, ovK emridvatpimTéov TH dvaTpoTTH TeV avTOOEY TiHV 
adtoriay éupawovtev’ otov S& Kal TO THs ypadhs Neyovons 
Xwpic aytoy éréneto oyae EN mpooriévTa avTov dvev Tapa- 
pvOias THs amd THS ypadns TO TOV év TO KOTHw Kal 
TH KTioEL UNdé peTa TLOaVdTHTOS aTropaiver Oa, TLaTEVED Oat 
3 3 a 
20 dEvodvTAa Opmolws TpodynTass 7) atroaTONoLs ToIs peT eEovTias 
> lal 
Kat avuTrevOUvas Katadeirovct Tots Kal avTovs Kal wel 
avTovs caTnpia ypdppata. ete é idiws Kai Tod TlAnta 
Ar 2 a e |P es ff To \ pen 
P aytoy éréneto €Enxovoe, hacxov Tov tv aitiav Tapa- 
y A me A mn \ 
oxXdvTa THS yevércews TOD KOgpMOV TH SnuLoupy@, TOV 
25 NOyov ovTa, civar ov TOV ad ov } Up ob, GANA TOY 


a 
8 unde] 7. 12 évapyevar] évépyevav. 


tem quantum ipsius fert hypothesis 
ex omnibus praestantissima quaeque 
mundi et eorum quae ipso continen- 
tur’ is unintelligible in connexion 
with the context. The ‘ things more 
excellent than the world and its con- 
tents’ are of course, as is explain- 
ed in the following words, the alwy 
and its contents. By explaining 
mavra to be the world and its con- 
tents, he excludes from zavra all 
that is of a higher nature. 

6. ala] For this sense of aidy, 
derived no doubt originally from the 
Timaeus (38), ef. Frag. 18, iv yap 
avrhis 6 avip év 7TH além, and Frag. 
22,6 év aidu. 

16. 10 ris ypapis Neyovons]- Hil- 
genfeld, omitting Aeyotons, which 


is not found in Delarue’s text, the 
word being omitted in Cod. Bodlei- 
anus, plausibly substitutes rq for 70. 
But it is not necessary to alter the 
attested reading: to may be taken 
with drodatvecOa, and though the 
construction is awkward it is not im- 
possible, and not more awkward than 
that which would be obtained by 
reading 7@, viz. olov...... mpoaTbévra 
eerrer amopatverOa. But the ofov dé is 
unsatisfactory, and it has been well 
suggested that we should probably 
here read ofov 67. For one who recog- 
nizes the authority of Scripture, to 
make unwarrantable additions to it 
without any attempt to justify them, 
is a fair example of ray avrbdey rip 
dromlay éupawoyTwr. 


4—2 
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S) & \ N > A 0 f / > hy / \ 
Sv ob, mapa tv ev TH ovvnOeia ppdow exdexXomEevos TO 
yeypanpevov. ef yap os vost 1) adjOeva Tdv TpayLaTov 


a 


NY, 


Lee Sud Tod Snpsoupyod yeypdpOar wdvra yeyovéevat 


Sard Tod Noyou, ody) S& dvaTadw Sid Tod Adyou vO TOD 
Snutoupyod. Kab jpeis pev TH Ov’ od xpnaduevor akorovOas 30 
Th ovvnOelia, ovK GpapTupoV THY exdoxny aprkapev. €Kelvos 
\ XN n \ n 9 \ n y / 
dé, mpos TO BN rrapapepv0jo0a, aro TAY Ociwy ypappaTov 
nr c ib > x 
rov Kal’ éavtov voov, daiveras Kai UroTtevaas TO Anes Kal 
iA € 
dvadds abt@ avriBrépas’ fyol ydp bt. OVX ws um aXdAov 
a U a 
évepyouvTos avtos émolet 6 Néyos, tv otT@ vonb7 35 


26 mapa Tiv] rept Gy. Cod. Bodl. in mg. taxa Tu. 


26. mapa tiv] The reading of 
Cod. Monae. rept &v, which is repro- 
duced in all its copies, is impossible. 
Ferrarius’s translation, ‘ exponens id 
quod scriptum est phrasin esse con- 
suetam,’ is not helpful. It is not 
easy to see how he got it from the 
Greek which was before him, and in 
the context in which the words occur 
it gives no intelligible sense. Hilgen- 
feld’s conjecture mepirrhy is hardly 
more helpful. How is it to be trans- 
lated? The conjectural emendation 
which most obviously suggests itself 
is rapa rv. The confusion of rapa 
and zepl is one of the commonest 
characteristics of Cod. Monac., as 
also, it may be added, of its de- 
scendants. And when once apa was 
changed to zepl, thy may have be- 
come rv, which might easily be 
corrupted to dv. Possibly the original 
reading may have been rapa ryv Tay, 
which accounts more easily for the 
corruption, if the construction thus 
given to ¢pdow is possible. Wither 
of these readings will give the re- 
quired contrast to Origen’s position 
stated just below, 7mels 5€ dKkododOws 
Th ovvnbela k.7.A. We may compare 
such passages as xiii. 17, dpa dé ef wh 
idlws Kal mapa Ti dKorov0lay Tay 
byrGv éxdeEduevos x.7.d. This sugges- 


tion is independent of Heinrici, 
whose note (Die Val. Gnosis, p. 135) 
I had not seen when I first made it. 

32. mpds TH mh TapamenvO7jcbar) 
On the bearing of this passage as it 
stands in Codex Regius on the rela- 
tion of that ms. to Cod. Monacensis 
see Introduction p. 8. Delarue’s 
obviously right conjecture of 7@ for 
7o is now substantiated by the 
evidence of Cod. Monacensis: Un- 
fortunately the same error (ro for rq) 
was made independently by the 
scribes of Codd. Reg. and Bodl. 

35. 6 doyos] The position of the 
Adyos here is exactly that given to 
Sophia in Hippolytus (Refwt. vi. 33), 
dyvootvrt aig (sc. Te Snucovpys) 7 
copla évipynoe, which corresponds to 
Heracleon’s airod évepyoivros erepos 
érolet, where the érepos is obviously 
the Demiurge. It may be noticed 
that in this passage Hippolytus gives 
a general reference, using A¢yovow and 
not @yciv. We should also compare 
the account of Irenaeus (1. v. i.), 
especially the words ua\dov 6é Tov 
Dwrfpa dv ad’ris; and shortly before, 
(of the Demiurge) NeAyOdrws Kwod- 
pevoy bd THS unrpos. Heracleon may 
have assumed some similar relation 
between Adyos and Zo¢ia, at any rate 
it would have been easy for him to 
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TO AV ayToy, GNX avTod évepyodrTos Erepos érrotet. 
ov Tod mapovTos Sé Kalpod éatly éréyEas TO pn) TOV Snpt- 
oupyov UirnpéTny TOU Noyou YyeyevnMéevoV TOV KOTMOY TeETTOLN- 
Kevat, Kal aTrodecxvivas OTL VINpéeTNs TOD SnpLoupyod ryevowevos 


“ , 

0 AOYos TOY KOTMOY KaTETKEVACE. 
IQe 3 , \ U tae 

AaBid‘O Gedc eitre Kal @reNH@HCAN’ ENETEIAATO Kal EKTICOHCAN, Ps. exlviii. 

2 ’ RUE ee or Up, oo ' 1 p 5. 

ENETEIAATO yap O GryévyNnTos Beds TE TIPWTOTOKM TTACHC KTICEWC, Col, i. 15. 


\ \ \ fi 
KaTa yap Tov tpopntnv 


\ 9 , ” / ¢ Ue %, \ 5 b) a ? \ 
KAl EKTICOHCAN, OV LOVOY 0 KOT LOS, KAL TA EV AUTOM, adda 


\ \ \ oy] , a” , a 2” 
Kal Ta OLTA TaYTA EITE OPONO! EITE KYPIOTHTEC EITE APYAI Col. i. 16, 


=) > U U7 > an > > wn > 
elTe EZ0YCIAI' TANTA Pap AV AY TOY Kal EIC AYTON EKTICTAI, KAI AYTOC 


ECTI TIPO TIANTOON. 


medio. . lor(R. Tv. 733° Le b130): 


ff x t \ 
Ilavu d€ Biaiws kata tov Torov yevowevos 6 “Hpaxréwv 


fa , fay = al > n 
TO “O rérfoNeN EN aYT@ ZWH HN €£eiAndev avTi Tod EN aYTO Jo.i. 4. 


] Nv ’ 
Eis tovs avOpémous Tovs mvEevmaTLKOUS, OlovEel TAUVTOV 
/ “, \ t 
vopicas eivat Tov AOyov Kal TOvs TVEUpaTLKODS, Eb Kal 7) 
n ’ n 
cadhes Tat eipnke’ Kal womrepel aitiohoydv dynciv AvTos 


modify the system sufficiently to 
obtain the necessary adaptation to 
the Prologue of St John. The same 
relation, however, between Sophia 
and the Demiurge is assumed in the 
second part of the Hacerpta ex Theo- 
doto (c. 49, émel 5é odx éyivwoKev Ti 
i’ avrod évepyotcay x.7.d.). It was 
probably part of the original system 
of Valentinus, and is therefore not 
available asa means of differenti- 
ating the systems of his pupils. 

41. The LXX. in this passage 
reads airds instead of o Qeds, and 
repeats the avros before éveretharo. 

2. 5. Two explanations of this 
passage are possible. The dos 
whose sowing the Adyos completed 
may be the xovds rod mAnpdparos 
kapmés, in which case cf. Hippolytus, 
Refutat. vi. 34, Nbyor dvwhev Kare- 
orappévor dard TOO Kowod Tod mAnpw- 


patos Kaprod Kal TAs coplas els TovTov 
Tov kéouov: and also the interpreta- 
tion of dAXos 6 orelpwv Kat addos 6 
Oeplfwy given by Heracleon (Frag. 
35). But it is more probable that 
the dios is the Demiurge, the 
work of the Adyos being that which 
is described in the passage quoted 
from Hippolytus as a sowing. This 
suits better the description ry mpw- 
THY poppwow Tiv KaTd THY yéveoL, 
and gives to the action its natural 
place (chronologically) in the history 
of Creation. Much closer parallels, 
however, to this passage are found 
in the Excerpta ex Theodoto. Cf. 
§ 57, ylverae ovdy...mdppwots TOO Tvev- 
parixod, and § 48, dvaxpivas 6€ 0 dy- 
puoupyds Ta Kabapda dard Tod éuBprBods 
as dv évidwy thy éExarépov diow pas 
érolncev, TouréoT epavépwoev Kal els 
gas Kal idéay mpoojyayer, which is 


1 Cor. ii. 
14, 15. 


Jo. i, 19. 


Jo, 1. 15. 
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14p Tv mporny peppacty THY KaTa THY yéveou 
avtois mapéoxe, Ta Um’ AdNOV oTapérta eis wopgiy 
Kab ets Paria pov Kal meprypapi)» iSlav ayayov Kat 
avad elEas. ov mapetnpnae dé Kal TO rept TOY rr veURa Ta 
mapa Te Tava Acyouevor, STL avOpemous avTovs amrecv@- 
TNO Yeyide AnGpormae oY AeyeTAl TA TOY TIN€YMaTOC TOY 
Geof, Moopia rap avrg éctin' 6 AG TINEYMATIKOC ANAKPINE! TIANTA. 
nets yap ov weeny avtov papev eri tod mveyjiaTieets pa) 
mpooreBevkévat TO dvOpwrros. wpelrrow yap % dvépamos 6 
TvEvpLaTiKos, TOD avOpemrov I}rot év ux ) ev TOMaTL a év 
ouvapsporépors Xapaxrnpibopevon, ovx! 86 kal év TH TOUTOV 
Oevorépyp myevpaart, ov KaTa peroxy er inparovaeay xpnmari- 
fer 6 mVEUUATUKOS, dua 88 Kal Ta THs ToradTys vr0HécEws 
xepis Kap drropawwouevns atrodeifews drropaiverat, ovde 
méxpe THS TUXOVENS arpPavernros pacar’ eis TOV Tepl TOUT@Y 


Suvnbels Noyov. Kal Tada pev Tepl éxelvov. 


8 meprypaphy] raparypapiy. 


3, Ibid. vi. 2 (R. rv. 102; L. 1 177). 


Kai aftH écrin Hi Maptypia Toy “lwdnnoy. Sevtépa abty 
dvayeypappévn “lwdvvov tod Bartuctod Tepi Xpiotod wap- 
tupla, Ths mpotépas apEapévns amd Tob Oytoc HN 6 Eitan “O 
Gricwy Moy épydmenoc, Kal Anyovans eis TO Monorentc Bedc 6 


ov elroy 


3 6 elmvuy (sic). 


qualified in the next section by the 
words émel dé ovk éylywoxev Tiy 5 
avrod évepyodoay. It is tempting to 
restore our text on the lines of the 
passage quoted from the Hacerpta, 
and read xal lidav. But the phrase 
mepvypaphy ldiavy is not intrinsically 
objectionable. 

12. The transposition of éorly 
and a’r@ in Huet and the other 
editions is due to an error of the 
scribe of Cod. Regius. The right 
order is preserved in the other mss, 

8.4. The interlinear insertions in 
Cod. Monae., which are by a later 


6 vios 
4 povoyevis Oeds (sic). 


hand, afford instructive examples in 
the history of the transmission of 
Patristic quotations (see Introduc- 
tion, pp. 8,18); and the curious con- 
flation of Codex Regius (6 povoyerns 
vids Oeds) which is quoted in Tischen- 
dorf’s critical digest is thus traced 
to its origin, 

This is not the only case where 
Origen complains of Heracleon’s in- 
terpretation of a passage, where the 
latter is probably right. (See West- 
cott’s Commentary on St John, in 
loc.) 


_ 
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@N €iC TON KOATION TOY TATPOC EKEINOC EZHTHCATO. 
¢ 7 ‘ ‘ c , 

dé 0 Hpaxréwv vrrorapBaves OYAdcic TON 9EON Ed PAKEN TrasTTOTE 

kar ta éEhs hpackwy eipnobar OvK amo tod BartioTod 


ovyx vylws Jo. i. 18. 


’ ° Tal Ye? . . 
GXN amo TOD pabnrod: Ee yap Kalb Kat’ avTov TO’EK TOF Jo. i. 16, 


TIAHPMATOC AYTOY MMEIC TIANTEC GAABOMEN, Kal YAPIN ANTI YAPITOC, 
dt 6 Némoc AIA Mayycéarc €Ad0H, H YApIC Kal HH AAHOEIA Ald ‘IHCOY 
Xpictoy €réneto v7r0 Tov BamticTov elpntat, THs OUK aKdNOv- 
Gov tov &k TOY TAHPwMaTOc TOY Xpicto? etAnpora Kal yApiNn 
Seuvtépav él mpotépas yApitoc, dworoyouvTa Te Aid Maceéac 

\ t \ , . \ \ U \ \ > t y 
fev SeddcOar TON NOMON, THN Sé YAPIN Kal THN AAHOEIAN Ald 


"lncoy Xpictoy yeyovévar, ex TaOv ard TOY MAHPwMaTOC Ets 


avrov éd\nrvOoTwv vevonkévat, Tas OEdN OYAEIC EWPAKEN 
TIMMOTE Kal TO TON MONOFENH EIC TON KGATION ONTA TOY TATPOC 
Thy eEnynow avT@ Kal maou Tots ék TOY TAHPMaTOC ElANpdot 
mapadedwxévat ; ov yap viv mpatov éEnynoato <O dn> eic 
TON KOATION TOY TATPC, ws OVdEvOS éruTNdelou mpoTEpoV yeyErT- 


pévou AaBely & Tols dtroaToAOLs SienynoarTo, elrye TIpIN "ABpadm Jo. viii. 58. 


renécOal wv SidacKxer judas tov "ABpadm nyadAtaoOar INa Jo. viii. 


a , na 
iAH THN HMEPAN avTod Kal ev yapa yeyovéva. 


7, 8 Bamriorod...ua0yT0t] cod. Sed literis aBdy seriori manu inter lineas 
insertis transponuntur Bamrisrod et wabnrod. 
19 6 dy] om. 


8 Kar’ abrov] Kara TavTov. 


4. Ibid. vi. 8 (RK. tv. 117; L. 1 200), 


5 


Ov Oavpacrov dé ef pn nKpiBovy btt avTos eats XpicTdc Jo. i. 20, 


G t © i WS) U t aN 

Kab 6 TIPOPHTHC, of SicTafovTes Tepi Iwavvov, unmoTe avTos 
\ eee \ a \ , a \ 
Xpictos jv’ axddovOoyv yap TH tepl TovTov Siotayu@ TO 


> a ‘ 
ayvoeiy Tov avtov elvas XpictOn Kal TON TIPOHTHN. édade 


19. The insertion of 6 wy by 
Cod. Venetus, followed by Ferrarius 
in his translation ‘Non enim nunc 


Latin, which represents the es by 
‘solus,’ but the omission leaves no 
suitable sense in the present con- 


primum enarravit, Qui est ad sinum 
Patris, perinde quasi nullus etc.,’ is 
the simplest emendation of the cor- 
rupt text of its exemplar, These 
words (6 dv) are indeed omitted by 
the first hand of Cod. Sinaiticus (8), 
and God. Vercellensis (a) of the Old 


text, 

4.1. Xpiords kat 6 rpopyrys] Ferra- 
rius has rightly suggested the article, 
which was absent from the ms. which 
he used, translating ‘Christus et ille 
Propheta.’ In the Munich ms. the 
article is not wanting. 


6. 
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Sé Tovs ToAROds %) Scadopa Tod 6 TPOdHTHe Kal TPOHTHC, ws 5 
\ \ € / va ’ tal / / ¢ vw 
kat tov ‘Hpakdéwva, baTis avtais rAéEeot now ws apa 
lwavy DONO ) €b ) Ic, GANA wndée 

NS OMmoNCynoe py eElvas O ypictdc, adAa pode 
TpPodHTHc, mndée HAiac. Kab Sov avrov ottws éxraBovta 
> , X \ \ UL t > td / N 
éferdoal Ta KaTA Tos TOTOUS, TOTEpoY adnOEvEL AéYoV Mn 
5 , er) ' x Vou UE CORON \ 2 ' a 
elvas tTrpodritHc, nde "HAlac, 7 0° 6 S€ px) EmLaTHGAas TOIS to 
TOTOLS, éV ols KATANENOLTTEY UITOMYHn Mac aveEETATTWS TApE- 
ANAVOE Ta THALKADTA, TPddpa Oriya Kal pr) BeBacavicpéva 
év Tots EAs elroy, wepl wv EvOéws epovper. 


6 dpa] ap’ el. 9 Néyav] 7 Néywr. 


5. Ibid. vi. 12 (R. Iv. 120; L. 1 206). 


Jo. i. 23. Avvatat pévroe ye TO Era) dant Bodntoc én TH épHM@ 
Cf. Is. x]. \ Noten cue 5 eS Bagh ee uae 3 L 
I kai To é&js icov eivat TO “Kyo cipu mept ov yéypamrrat 
\ n Lal 
Pant BOANTOC, Os Bodvra eivar Tov lwavyny, Kal TovTOU THY 
\ a 52 a , \ Crane ' 
povnv év TH epnuw@ Body Eyeynate THN OAON Kyploy. Svady- 
/ oe eG / 1 / \ lel a 
potepov d€ 0 Hpaxdéwv rept “Iwdvvov kai tov mpodntav 
SiarapBavev, dnoly. ott “O Aoyos pwev 6 YworTyp éotup, 
dwnH dé 7 EN TH EpHmw 7 Sta “lwavvov Stavoovpéern, 


on 


9. The only alteration necessary vious, For the construction we may 


is the omission of 7 before Néywv (H 
after €1). The ov must qualify 4\1- 
Oever, not Aéywv. Huet follows the 
reading of Codex Regius which con- 
tains the 7 and omits the 6, thus 
joining the two sentences and pro- 
ducing an unintelligible statement. 

10. Hilgenfeld, in his critical 
note, is misled by a misstatement of 
Delarue’sreproduced byLommatzsch. 
The yu (after 6 dé) is not wanting 
in the Bodleian. 

5. 3. ws] It is remarkable that 
while Codex Venetus omits the ws, 
its copy Codex Bodletanus inserts it. 
But the scribe of the latter may very 
well have inserted it from the Latin 
of Ferrarius, ‘ut clamante Johanne’: 
the want of some such insertion for 
grammar’s sake would be quite ob- 


compare a fragment of Origen in an 
unpublished Catena at Venice (Bibl. 
Marciana Graec. xxvii.) dpa dé el dv- 
vaca. macay Thy ypaphy...dinyoumevos 
elrely cuveornkéval...ws evar TO Tav 
ypdupa Too vouou Kal mpopyrav kal 
Tw orev ypapay dro Tod ToLovde 
mndod, @ Kal xpioae Se? rods Ta muy 
Brerdvrwv dpbadmovs, 

7. diavoovwevn] Heracleon twice 
uses voetoOa, as he here uses dia- 
voetoOa, of a higher power symbol- 
ised, represented, made intelligible, 
so to speak, (as far as is possible), on 
earth by an earthly being. Cf. Frag. 
8 (Orig. Comm. in Ioann. vi. 23) epi 
Tod mpoowmou Tovrou (?) dua Tod *Iw- 
dvvov vooumévov, and Frag. 35 (Orig. 
Ibid, xiii. 48) Oepirrds méumrer rods 
Oud Tov palnrav vooupéevous dyyéNous. 
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2 
be a » 
nxos 8€ Taca TpodntiKy Tats. NexTéov Sé pds avTor, 
df \ ” n . 
OTe Womep "EAN AAHAON CAATIFZ wWNEN AG OvElg Trapa- 1 Cor. xiv. 
10 CKEYAZETAI €IC TIOAEMON, Kal 6 yapls dratTHC exov i 
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PNQCIN 
pevatnplov a TPOHTEIAN ryeryove YAAK es H KYMBAAON Cf. a 
AAAABZON, OVTWS Eb pondév éoTuv Erepov i) iX0s n TpopnreKn pee 
Pov", Tas avaTéuTov nas eT aUvTnY oO Lornp *Epeynate, Jo. v. 39. 
dyot, Tac rpadac, OT YMEic AOKEITE EN AYTAIC ZODFN AIGDNION 

eXeIN’ Kal eKeiNal eICIN al mapTypofear kai Ej emicteyete Madcel, Jo. v. 46. 
émicteyete AN émol, Trepl rap €Moy @KEINOC erpave” Kal Kadoc ue xa Th 
eETTPOHTEYce TrepI YMOON “Hcaiac, Meron “O Aaoc oYTOC TOIC oe Ts: 
yelNeci Me TIMA; ovK oda yap el TOY donwov HYOV Tapadé£eTat xxix. 13. 


on 


Tis eVAdyws UTd TOD Lwrijpos éraweioOat, 7) Everts Tapa- 

20 oKevadoac0ar amd THY ypapar, OS amo antic cdATTIProOc 
ep ds dvateuriucba, cis Tov mpds Tas avTiKErpévas 
évepyelas médewov, ddHAOY antic HYoY TuyXavovans. Tia / 
dé eer, eb ad qaamrny elyov of mpopitar Kat Sia TovTo 
XOAKOe yoay ixobvres, 7 KYMBAAON BAAAAZON, ETL TOV HxOov 

28 auray, ws éKelvot Ma pce avameumet 0 KU pLos dpednOn- 
copevous ; ove oda 8 brrws Yee maons KaTagKEvnS aTro- 
patverar Thy pov oikevoTépav ovacav TO AOYH NOYOD 
yivec Oat, ds Kal THY yuvaiKa cis dv bpa petaTiderOar. 
The usage may well have sprung 
from Rom. i. 20 r& yap dépara av- 


TOU amo KTloews KOoMOU TOLS TOLHMATLY 
vooiueva Kafopira. We may com- 


that of the Zwrip (ef. Irenaeus, 1. 
vii. 3). All the Valentinian sects 
recognized to some extent the reve- 
lation of the Old Testament: pos-_ 


pape 


pare also Origen’s own use, Comm. 
in Toann. xx. 12, ovx éorw ore 6 Kara 
Tov ’Inaoby TpomiKas voovpevos avOpw- 
mos ovx éredjuer To Bly, and Ibid. 
xx. 29, povov Tod Kata Tov Lwripa 
vooupévou avOpwmmov apxnvey mv pwv7. 

8. 7xos] With the implied dis- 
paragement of the Prophets may be 
compared Hippolytus, Refut. vi. 35, 
mayres ovv ot mpopirae Kal 6 vdmos 
éMédAnoay dd Tod Snusovpyod, mwpod 
Néyer Peo pwpol ovdev elddres. He- 
racleon’s explanation of Adyos, pwr, 
jxos, and the possibility of a change 
from one to the other, is obscure, 
It may point to some theory of a 
gradual revelation culminating in 


ohn lan. Aurp t. fe" of 
prorswt of 148d 
he Cr. nul fr te lle, ee 


Se oe Oe hah. 


sibly Heracleon did so to a greater 
extent than most. Cf. Frag. 20, 
where the Jews are placed above 
mdvres of mpd vopov Kal ob €Ovikol. 

28. jwerarlOecOa] The ‘ Verméinn- 
lichung’? of the female was taught 
in the Anatolic School. Cf. Ha- 
cerpta ea Theodoto, § 21, ra ovv dppe- 
vies peta TOD NOyou auvEdTaA, TA On- 
uk& 5€ daravipwhévra évotrae rots 
ayyédos Kal els mANpwua Xwpet dua 
To0To # yuvn els dvipa perariberbar 
Néyerat, Kal  évratOa éxxAnola els 
dyyédous, where by Aéyerae are in- 
troduced words very similar to those 
of Heracleon. 

We should also compare with dov- 
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Kal ws éEovciav éywv Tov 6 14 l sea Oar, Kat 
al ws ciav éxwv Tob Soypariverw Kal muarever Oar, Kat 
t tal / ? A 
TpoKOTTELY, TO YO Hynoly EcecOar THY Eis PwVHVY META- 3° 
an > 
Bornyv, wabnrod pev yopav didovs TH wetaBadrovon eis 
/ lal fal ” 
Aoyou povy, SovrAov Se TH awd Hyov els Havyv'’ Kal eb mev 
Oras ToTé midavornta epepev él TO alta KaTacKEevac at, 
Kav nyovicdpcba Tept THs ToUTwY avatpoTs, apKel Sé els 
avatpoTny 1 atapawwOntos amdpacis. brrep dé vrrepebE- 35 
lal n / 
ucla év Tois mpd To’Twy é£eTacal, TAs KEeKlwynTal, voV PépeE 
SvardBopev. 6 pey yap Lornp, kata Tov “Hpaxréwva, 
\ She \ , vc! ' O:-i0 8 ne nas U 
nov avrov Kat mpodpritHn Kal “HAian, adros 6€ ExaTEpov 
, ’ a \ , \ \> 1 € \ 
TOUToY dpveira. Kal TPOPHTHN méev Kal HAian 6 LorHp 
> \ ’ \ , ? , \ ’ \ oY \ ? nr \ 
eT AV AVTOV NEY, OVUK AUTOV GAG TA TEpPL AUTOD, Pyat, 40 
d1ddcKet, OTAV SE MEIZONA TPODHTAN Kal EN FENNHTOIC 
a / 
TYNAIK@N, TOTE aUTOV TOV “lwavynv yapakTnplles 
n / 
avtos 8é, pyol, wept éEavTod épwradmevos atoKkpiveTas 
€% t > \ \ 7 Tih Sed Meese 7) \ / € a 
6 “lwavyns, ov Ta wept adTov' banv dé Bacavov npets 
> 
mept TovUTwY KaTa TO SuvaTov TreTroUnpeOa, ovdév aTrapa- 45 
fel fel ‘ n a c 
mvOntov éa@vTes TOY NEYOMEVwV O pov, auyKpivat Tots vim0 
a aA / 
“Hpaxréwvos, are ov eEovciav éyovtos ToD Néyewv 0 BovdeTan, 
lal 4) a \ 
arobavOciot, mas yap OTe wept TOV mepl avToV €oTL TO 


ti 
32 dwg] povny 7. 


Nou d€ k.7.A. a passage in the Hxcerpta, 
§ 57, Tod per, udppwors Tod mvevpari- 
Kod, TOU dé, weTdbeots Tod WuxLKod éx 
dourelas els éXevPeplay. In the pre- 
ceding section the allegory of Gal. iv. 
is interpreted by making Israel repre- 
sent 6 mvevuarixés, and (apparently) 
the children of the bondwoman cor- 
respond to the Wuxexol (cf. drav oty 
Ta Wuxia éyxevtplcOy), Thus the 
gpwvh here may represent the mvevya- 
riuxol who are given as y¥udar to the 
angels, while 7xos corresponds to the 
puxicol. But it is dangerous to pur- 
sue such hints at interpretation into 
too great detail. The Hwxcerpta offer 
yet another parallel in § 79, “Ews ofy 
dpoppurov, pac, ere oO oméppa, 
Onrelas éorl réxvov* poppwev dé mere- 
TéOn eis avdpa, 


82. gwvyi] The dwriv 7 of the 


34 7 AueOa) 4 obucba., 
ryoverdueda] iyrywverdye \cheven 1b 


ms. is impossible. , The alteration of 
Cod. Venetus dwvy 7) is so far right 
that it gives the required dative. 
But the conjecture contained in the 
margin of Cod. Bodleianus is right, 
taxa 7d*H mapédxe. We may with- 
out hesitation adopt the reading 
pwv7. 

48. epi trav mepl airév] The 
omission of réy mept in the Editicns 
is due to its erroneous omission in 
Cod. Regius, where however a later 
hand has inserted ra rept inter lineas. 
The words are necessary to the con- 
text, as Heracleon has shortly before 
classed the assertions 7d’HXlav avrov 
kal mpogjrny elvar among the rd zrepl 
avrod as opposed to those by which 
abrov rov Iwdvynv xapaxrnpiger. ‘The 
epi Tav is perhaps awkward, but it is 
exactly parallel to the succeeding epi 


aN 7 A > n > a 
50 (PONHN avTOv elvas BOdNTOC EN TH €PHMG, 
Tuxov meiparat drroderkvivar' GANA xXpHTaL 
4 \ > € Cones , 5 
bre Ta mepi avtrov ofovel évdtmata Hv 
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59 


HAian avrov Kal TmpomHTHNn elvas, kal mepl avTod 70 


OY S) mi 
ovdé KaTa TO 
/ 
mapadelypare, 
étepa avrod, 


\ ? » > \ \ n > Ie > ? \ 
Kat OUK AV éparn lets TEPL TMV évdupaTtoy, €l AUTOS 


eln ta évdtpara, admexpiOn av ro Nai. 
évStpara Td elvar tov "HAIN TON MEAAONTA EpyecOai éorruy Mt. xi. 14. 


TOS yap 


I t ’ / ’ aS AN 0 a. fi a Cha 
@MaVVOUV, OV TAVU TL KAT AUTOV EWPwO TAXA Ka NMaS, 


ws SeduvyucOa Sunynoapévous 70 p TINCYMATI Kal AYNAME! Le. i. 17. 
"HaAioy, Suvawévov mws DNéyerOau 


ovTO TO TINeYMA >HAIoY 


év Suvaper elvar this “lwavvov Wuyis. Oédrov 8 ére mapa- 


59 Od\wv & &rc] OédovTes. 


avrod. Ferrarius had the true text 
before him in Cod. Venetus, but he 
has missed the point of the passage 
by putting the following ‘Vox cla- 
mantis’ in the same class as ‘Pro- 
pheta,’ 

55. The absence of éorlv in the 
Bditions is due to another error in 
Cod. Regius. 

59. év Suvduer elvar) It is hard 
to get any satisfactory meaning out 
of these words, or to see how they 
can be an interpretation of ¢v mvev- 
pare Kal Suvdmer Hdlov. Thorndike 
conjectures tvduua evar. This suits 
yery well the context in which the 
words stand. 

Oé\wv 8’ érc] The reading 0édov- 
res, Which is found in Cod. Mona- 
censis, is corrupt, and the insertion of 
be by Cod, Venetus does not restore 
the true text, The subsequent Aéyor 
7é cannot be right, For a similarly 
impossible optative which has been 
allowed to remain; ef. Origen Comm. 
in Ioann. xiii. 59, eln paws rijs ldoews 
yevoudvn TO olkely Tihs dvamavoews 
dpu@. The scribe of Cod. Regius 
has probably stumbled by an itacism 
on the right reading, \¢éye rd. If 
this be so, a nominative singular 
participle and a connecting particle 


are required, and 0é\wy dé, or more 
probably 0é\wy 6’ é&r, would seem 
best to fulfil the required condi- 
tions, The introduction of a fresh 
stricture by means of é7u 5¢ is cha- 
racteristic of Origen ; d¢ alone is hardly 
strong enough to suit the context; 
ef, ii. 8, xiii, 51, and just below, érc 
de ob} pbvos ‘Hpaxdéwv x.7.. And the 
following sentence od kak@s uev...00 md- 
vu 5¢ é&nracuévws is so thoroughly in 
the style of Origen’s criticisms of his 
opponent, that the passage must 
surely contain a piece of Heracleon’s 
Commentary. For the exact phrase 
compare Origen c. Celswm iv, 88 
(Philocalia xx, L. xxv. 150) 0é\wv 
5 ere did wrevdvwv...drophvar, where 
Origen states the argument of Celsus 
before he proceeds to refute it. If 
the 1 of OEAQNAETI was cor- 
rupted by itacism to O, the letters 
ONAETI might easily become 
ONTEC in the hands of a scribe 
who did not pay great heed to the 
context, Hilgenfeld has naturally 
omitted the passage in his collection 
of the Fragments, but there were not 
the same reasons for omitting the 
next sentence xal mad K.7.d\. Where 
the \éyer can only refer to Heracleon. 
The proposed alterations restore the 


Jo. i. 21. 


Le. vii. 28. 
Cf. Mt. xi. 
11. 
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2 \ if as a \ a Be) a >? \ n 
oTioat, dia Ti lepets Kat Aevitas ot emEepwT@VTES ATO TOV 60 


lovSalav reupOértes ciolv, od Kaxds pev réyer TO “Ore 
TOUTOLS MpogHKoY Hy TEept TOVTAY ToAUTpaymovely 
ral a a fal > 
kal tuv@avecOat, Tots TO Ce@ TpoTKapTEpovaty, ov 
, Xn 8 va cd \ ? A > a “ a 
mavu 88 éEnracpévos TO"O Te Kat avTos ex THS AeviTeKns 
dhurhs Hv, orep TMpoatropovyTes nets éEnracamev, OTL eb 
HSecav Tov lwdvyny of meupbévtes Kai THY yéverw adrod, 
mas ydpav elyov TuvOaverOar mept tod et avtds “HAiac 
éoriv; Kal wddw év TO Tept Tod et 6 MpodetHe el cy, wydev 
éEalpetov oidpevos onmaiverOar Kata -THY mpoaOnKnv Tov 
Vv , a ’ f > , Mv \ 
dpOpov, réyer OTe “Exnpoetncav et mpopytyns ely, TO 
‘ , lal mv \ > , c 
kowvdTepov Bovrdmevos madeiv. Et dé ov povos “Hpa- 
Kdéav, GANG baov er euh (oTopia Kal waves of ETEpodok 
4 Ln pia Kal mavtes ot étepodo€or, 
eVTeA dudiBorlav SvactethacOar pr) Seduvnpévor, pelfova 
> / \ , r a \ > t ¢ td 
Hviov cal ravtav Tév Tpodytaév Tov ‘lwavyny vTrewdynpace 
Sud 76 Melzan €N PeENNHTOIC FYNAIKON "l@ANNOY OYAEIC ECTIN, 
, 3 fal vd b] \ / > \ ’ > ' > 
ovx dpévtes bt adnBes TO Oydcic MeiZaN “lw@dnnoy EN TENNH- 
TOIC FYNAIKAN Suyds yiveTat, oV Movoy TO aQvTov €lvat TaVT@V 
/ ? \ * a > a S la - » \ \ 
peeifova, GAA Kal T@ LoOVS AVT@ Elval TWAS arnbés yap, 
»” yv > a a a \ \ 8 5 / 
icwv dvtT@v aiT® ToAAGY TpopyTav, KATA THY CEdopmEevnV 
avT® ydpiv Td Mudéna ToUTOU MEiZONA elvat. olerat 5 KaTa- 
’ fol U 
oxevatesOar TO MEIZONA TO Tpodynteverat vo 


61 meupbévres] Hic male laesus est codex, videtur autem plus x litteras 


habuisse; Cod. Ven. habet of rend. 
xarackevatver Oat] TO Karackevager Oar, 
in mg. eivat. 


grammar of the sentence, and make 
the passage a continuous and con- 
sistent whole. 

61. meupbévtes] Whether Cod. 
Monac. read ot reupbévtes or not is 
uncertain, but in any case the article 
can hardly be retained, 

75. pelfwv] It is uncertain whe- 
ther Heracleon omitted the mpo¢%- 
rns of the Received Text as well as 
Origen, or not; but the subsequent 
mention of Josiah in Origen’s re- 
futation of Heracleon’s Comment 
makes it highly probable that he 
did so. 


déyer TO] A€you TO. 80, 81 
T@] om. codex; addito, ut videtur, 


80. Delarue, reading olerar dé 7d 
Katrackevaver Oat TO pelfova elvac mpo- 
gnreverPar, remarks, ‘nos sanam 
restituimus lectionem e codice Bod- 
leiano’; but his text seems hardly 
satisfactory. After making the con- 
jecture which has been introduced 
into the text, I find that the same 
has been proposed by Thorndike in 
the margin of his transcript of Cod. 
Bodleianus. The insertion or omis- 
sion of efvar, which appears to haye 
been added in the margin of Cod. 
Monacensis, is a matter of no im- 
portance. 
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HH PA € 4 , tal lal , / t \ 
calov, Os pydEevos TAUTHS THS TLLAS HELWMEVOU VITO 
Ocod THY THTOTE TpOpHTEeVoaYTOD. arnoas 8 ws 
Katappovayv THs Tadalas xpnpatiCovans dvabnnns, Kal pn 
85 rnpnaas Kal avtov’Hriav mpopntevdpevor, TOUT ameTOApN- 
cev eimeiv' kal yap "Hrlas mpopnteveras vo Maraxiov 
Réyovros *lAoy AtoctéAAw) YMIN "HAiaN TON OecBITHN, Oc Arto- Mal. iii. 
, / 5 4 cy \ n \ > 23(iv.41.). 
KATACTHCE! KAPAIAN TIATPOC TIPOC YION...+...Kal TAavTA dé eis 
w- lal / lal > , / 4 
eheyyov Tis mpotretelas Tov amtropnvapevov Mydéva rAnY 
90’"lwdvvov mpodynteverbar cipnobu, ratra eipnKdtos ev TH 
Oerew adrov SunyeioOar ti Td6’Erd> pond BodnToc EN TH Jo. i. 23. 
€pHMO. 


89 mporerelas] ex coniectura Ruaci; cod. habet rpopyretas. 


6. Ibid. vi. 13 (RB. 1v. 125; L. 1. 218). 


Xpiords ow év toate oY BaTITIzel, BAK Ol MADHTAl AYTOT, Jo. iv. 2. 
éavt® 8€ type TO TH dri TINeYMaTI BarrTizeIN KAl TYpl* Cf. Mt. iii. 
mrapadeEdpevos be 6 Apaweay Tov TOV Papicalwy yor, qe! a 16, 
ds UyLaS eipnuevov TeEpL TOD opeiheo bar To Barrie Xpist@ 

5 kal “Hrla nal ravi mpohnra, avrais defeat oicy Ois 
povos ddeiderar 70 Barrivery, Kar x THY eipnpévov 
pev nyiv &vayxos edeyxopevos, padvora 8 OT’ Koworepov 
TON TIPOHTHN vEevdonKev’ ov yap exer Seifat Twa TaY mpo- 
Gor Barricavra. ovK amibavos 6é dynor ruvOdvecbat 

10 Tos Papicalovs Kata THY adTdY Tavovpytay, OVX) Os 
padeiy OérovTas, 


7 dr] ore, 


6. 7. xowbrepov] By failing to notice perov olbpevos onpatverOa Kora Thy 
the distinction between 6 mpopjrns  mpocOhxyv rob épOpov. Heracleon, in 
and mpopirns. Cf. Frag. 4, ddabe 6¢ the words which follow this last pas- 
rods Tordods 7 diapop...ws Kal rv sage, seems to use the word xowdre- 
‘Hpaxdéwva, and Frag. 5, pqdev eEal- pov in a different sense. 


Jo. i. 26, 
27. 


Jo. i. 25. 
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7. Ibid. vi. 15 (R. rv. 180; L. 1. 222). 


"AtreKpINATO ayTOIC 6 IwaNNHe A€r@N "Erad BartTize én YAaTI* 
mécoc [Aé] YM@N EcTHKEN ON YMEIC OYK OIAATE, [aYTdc EcTIN 6] OTtICw 
Moy €pydmenoc, [oy] oYK elimi Era AzZI0c INA AYCW aYTOY TON IMANTA 
TOY YToAHMaToc. 6 pev “Hpaxdréwr oletas, dtc AmoKpivetas 
6 “Iwavyns tots éx Tov Papicaiwyv TwewpOeciowy, ov 
mpos 0 éxetvor ernpdtwov, GX 9 avTos éBovdeTo, 
éavtov NavOdvov OTL KaTHyopEel TOD TpodyTou apuallas, El ye 
ddXo €pwT@pevos Tept GdXov aroxKpivetat yp7) yap Kal TOUTO 
huratrecbat ws év Koworoyia awdpTnua TUyyavov. nels 
5é dapev Ste wadiota pds Eros éotly n arroKpLots* Tpds 
yap 76 Ti oYN BamTizeic, €i cy OYK ei 6 ypictéc; Te dAdo expnv 
ciety, ) TO Wvov Tmapacthoa. Barticwa cMpaTiKeTEpoy 
tuyyavov; “Era yap, pnolv, Battizw €N YAaTI’ Kat ToDTO 
eimdv mpos TO Ti OYN BatTizeic; mpos TO SevTepov, Ei cy o¥K Ei 
6 ypictéc, So€oNoylav mrept THs mponyouLévns ovolas Xpiorod 
Sunyetras, Ste SUvapiv ToravTny exer, Ws Kal adpartos eivar TH 
Oevdtynte adtod, Tapov Tavtt avOpar@, Tavtl Sé Kal Odo TO 
Kbo“@ cupTapentelvopevos’ Strep Sndodtas did tod Mécoc 
YM@N €CTHKEN. 


2 dé] ins. intra lineas. ards éotw 6] om. in txt. sed in mg. add. 
pr. man. 3 of] ins. intra lineas. 7 NavOdvwr] pavOdver. 


o 
11 é oty] ins. intra lineas. tl dddo exphv] Th adds xpqv (sic). 
7d 
12 7d] 7é (sic). 


7. 1. dmwexplvaro] There is other 
authority for this reading, LT?U 


it was copied. Thus one of the three 
references to Origen in Tischendorf’s 


and some cursives (vid. Tischendorf, 
in loc.). I have retained the 6é 
and the a’rés éorw 6, as they are 
added apparently prima manu. But 
when other similar phenomena in 
this ms. are taken into consideration 
it appears more than probable that 
they were not in the ms, from which 


critical note must in all probability be 
omitted, as also one of those quoted 
in support of the insertion of éé. 

12. Thevé ro of the Hditions is 
due to the scribe of Cod. Regius, 
who inserted both the error and its 
correction which he found in his ex- 
emplar. 


Ra 


15 
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8. Ibid. vi. 28 (R. 1v. 138; L. 1. 234). 


‘O 8& ‘Hpaxdréwv 16 Mécoc YMON cTHKel Pyoiv avi Tov Jo. i. 26. 

"H8n mdpeocts kal éotwy ev TO Koo Le Kal ev avOpebTH 

\ by / 2 a a ¢ a \ , \ 
Kal éupavyns éotiv On Tao vpiv. bia TovTwv dé 

Tepiaypel TO Tapactabey Tepl Tod SiarrepouTnKévat avTov du’ 
5 $Xov Tod Kocpov. RexTéov yap Tpos avTov' MoTE yap ov 

/ fal 
mapectw; Tote Sé ovK eoTW ev TO KOoHw; Kat TadTAa TOD 

’ ! fal n 
evayyediou AéyovTos *EN TG Kdcmw HN, Kal 6 KdcMOC AI’ AYTOY Jo. i. 10. 
éréneto. Kal dud TodTO Kal ovToL, Tpos os 6 Adyos 6 “ON Jo. i. 26. 
YMEIC OYK O1AATE, OVK OlSacLY avTOV, eet OVdéTr@ TOD KOTMOU 
’ / c \ , 2 \ > »” A \ , - 
eEermrvVOacw, ‘O dé KcMOC aYTON OYK EFNW. Totov Sé Ypovor Jo. i. 10. 
Svérevre TOD ev avOperr@ civas; 1%) ovx ev ’Hoaia jy, Néyovte 
Tinefma kypioy ér’ émé, of efneken €ypicé me’ Kai “Emdanuc Is. Ixi. 1. 
2 ' poh \ 5 l Sas \ Vanes WSs Vier als 
€reNOMHN TOIc é€mé MH ZHTOYcl; Aeyérwoay Sé ef pr Kal ev oF Ro x 
AaBi6d jv, ove ad avtod Aéyovts "Era dé KaTEcTAOHN BaciAeyc 2. ae 
c a > cf a S. 11. 0. 
ym aytoy émi Cidn dpoc Td Arion ayToy, Kal boa é« mpocdmrov 
Xpicrod év parpors dvayéyparrtas. Kal Th pe Set Kal? Exaotov 


10 


15 


admosderxvivas SuvccEapiOunrov dvtws, Tapacthaar évapyas 
Suvdpevor, bre det év dvOpdrr@ jv, Tpds TO edéyEar ody UyLas 
eipnuévov To”Hdn mapecte Kal éotuv év KOTM@ Kal év 
20 dvOpore eis Sunynow Tapa TO‘ Hpaxdéwve Tob Mécoc YMON Jo. i. 26. 
eo > > / \ ’ tact , ¢ 19> 1 
EcTHKEN; ovK amriOadvws Se Tap’ avTe réyeTas STL TO ’OTICw 
MOY €pydMeNOc TO mpddpopmov eivat Tov “lwavyny Tod 
Xpicrod Syroi* adnOds yap worepel oixérns éoti mpo- 
Tpéxov Tod Kupiov. monv S€ amrovaTepov Td Oy eEimi AzZI0C Jo. i. 27. 
a ' > n ‘ c U nan , 3 }- A 3 \ 
(Na AYCo ayTOY TON IMANTA TOY YTToAHMaToc é&etAnper, OTe ovdE 
THS ATLmOTaTHS UTNpEetias THS Mpos Xpratov aEtos 
elvar Sua TovTwoVv 6 BamTicTS 6moroyel. 


25 


TANY peTa 
18 duvdpevor] Suvapévw, 


8. 12,13. éeudavys éyevdunry] The Hilary and Ambrosiaster. 


quotation does not agree exactly with 
the LXX., which has’ Eydav7s éyev7- 
Onv rots éue pn emepwradow, ebpéOnv 
ois é€ue mh) Snrodow. In Romans the 
clauses are transposed, and 8S. Paul 
has éyevounv. The exact form is 
found in two Latin mss. (d, e) and in 


17. dvcctapiOunrov dvrws] An awk- 
ward phrase, but the correction in 
Cod. Venetus dvceéaptOunrov dvros is 
no better. It has been plausibly 
suggested that we should read duc- 
efapiOunrav dvTwv TY TapacTioa 
&vapyas duvapevaw, 


Mt, xxii. 
32. 


Cf. Le. 
xviii. 19. 
Jo. xiv. 28. 
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ravrny thy éexSoyiw ovK amiOavas droBéBAnKe TO OvK eyo 
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\ / \ 
eiwt txavos, va Se éwé KaTérXOn ard peyélous Kal 


capka XaBn ws bTOdSnma, Tepl Hs eyo NOYyov aTO- 


Sodvar ov Svvapat, oVdé Sinynoacbat, ) éwtddoar 


\ \ 2 on > , ON \ \ 
THY Tepl aUTHS olKovomiav’ adpdTepoy Sé Kal peyado- 


f 
dvéctepov 6 avtos ‘Hpaxdéav Kocpov TO vrddnpa éxdeEd- 


pevos, petéatn emt TO doeBéotepov atopyvacbar TadTa 


lf ral ’ y, 
mavra Selvy aKkovecbat 


Snmtoupyov Tod Kocpov, EXaTTOVA OYTa TOV XpLoTod, 

a ig a AV , A VA ¢ > \ 

TovUTO Omoroyely Sua TovTaY TaV AéEEwY, brrEp éaoTI 
e 

mavtov aceBéotaTov’ 6 yap Téurpas avTovy TaTHp, 0 TOV 


oleTas yap TOV 


30 


\ iN a , 
Kab WEpl TOV TMPOTWTOV 35 
tovtov 84a Tod “Iwavvov vooupévor. 


U , € 2 AN > lol lal na? \ \ a 
ZWNTWN GE6c, Ws avTos "Inoods wapTupe?, Tod "ABpadm Kal TOV 4° 


2 \ \ n>? , G \ n , a p) an \ a 
Icadk Kat Tov ’lakwB, 6 da TOUTO KUPLOS TOV OUpAaVOv Kal TIS 
> 


al 74 / > \ & SN f 3 \ \ / 
yhs, OTe TemroinKev ava, otros Kal povos ayabos, Kat peifov 


aA LZ z > \ \ € ! ¢ ‘ 
tov meupbévtos’ ef S€ Kal, ws mpoelpnKaper, adpoTepov 


/ / an ¢ / ¢ / = VoWy a2 le) 
vevontar Kal Tas 6 KOTpos VTOonpa civat TOD Inaod 


7@ ‘Hpaxréort, GAN ove oiwar Seiy cvyxatatiber Oa. 


35 mpoowmov] Cod. Bodleianus habet in margine raya Nelaer To Snmoupyov, 


post quod, alia manu, kadss éxeu. 


29. xaré\@y] This passage a- 
grees with Heracleon’s Italie posi- 
tion. Cf. Hippolytus Refut. vi. 35, 
puxixov pact TO caua Tod "Inood ye- 
yovévar kal dia Toro émt rod Bamtic- 
faros TO mveDua Ws TEploTEpa KaTe- 


AfAvGe. For péyeos cf. Irenaeus 1. 
xiii. 3. 
30.  b2édnua] May we see in 


the interpretation of Jrédyua as Kdo- 
os, @ groping after the idea of the 
Lord having taken ‘humanity’ upon 
Himself, though only as a vrddnua 
which the Aédyos laid aside? 

35. The suggestion of the margin 
of the Bodleian deserves attention. 
But rov’rov is unnecessary, and per- 
haps 700 Syscoupyod should be substi- 
tuted for it; or should we read Tod 
Oeod instead of it? In this case we 
must suppose that Origen wrote Geod 


43 mpoeipjkauer] mpocepnKkamer. 


where we should have expected 67- 
puovpyov, which was probably what 
Heracleon’s ipsissima verba con- 
tained, in order to emphasize the 
impiety (él 7d doeBéorepov) of He- 
racleon’s interpretation. 
is not impossible. 

36. voouuévov] See Frag. 5 (note). 

37. éddrrova dvta] We may perhaps 
compare Hipp. Refut. vi. 36, éyyw (6 
Snuovpyos) SidaxGels bd THs codlas 
tov Kpelrrova, though there the re- 
ference is to the Father Himself. In 
the fulness of time the Demiurge is 
made to confess before men his su- 
perior; hitherto he has kept secret 
the mystery of the aeons revealed to 
him by Sophia. Cf. also Frag. 40 
(Orig. xili. 59) d7u evmioros 6 Snm- 
oupyés. 


But tovrou 
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9. Ibid. vi. 24 (R. rv. 140; L. 1, 287). 


Tafta én BHeaBapa éréneto mépan TOY ‘lopadnoy, Toy EN 
‘l@dnnuc BamTizon. bre pdv oyeddy év maou tols dvtt- 
ypados Ketrar Tayta én BHeania €réneto ove ayvoodper, kat 
éouxe ToOTO Kal éru TpdTepov yeyovéevat’ Kal mapa ‘Hpaxréwve 

5 youv BHOaNian avéeyvapev. 


1 BnbaBape] BynOapa. éyévero] bis, 


10. Lbid. vi. 88 (R. 1v. 159; L. 1. 271). 


/ lal 
Tladw &v 6 rom@ 6 ‘Hpaxdréov yEevomevos, Yapls wdons 
KaTacKevis Kat mapabécews paptuplov aropatverar, tt TO 
/ > ’ a n € ‘ \ Lo / 
Mev “AMNOC TOY BE0F ws TPOdE THE Pyaly 6 Iwdvyns, 
TO O€'O aipa nN THN AMaptian TOY KdcMOY oS TTEPICCOTEPON 
TPOPHToY. Kai oleras Td wev mpdrepor mept Tod co- 


on 


> lal / \ A y \ an 3 an 
HaTOS avTov rAEyEerOat, TO Sé SevTEpov TeEpl Tod év TO 
1 a \ ’ a 

TOMATL, TH TOV AuvoV atTenNH civar ev TS TOV Tpo- 

/ / fal a 

Barov yéver, ottw 8é cab 7d cdpa mapabéces Tod 

lal a \ 

€votkodvtos avtTe. Td de rérevoy eb é€Bovreto, dyat, 
/ a 8 x x. / 

TO THOMAaTL wapTupHoas, KpLov eimev dv Td éNXOV 


, bY) & a \ 5S x lal \ 
OvecOau. ovx nyovdmar Oe civas QVaYKaLOY [LeTa TNAL- 


10 cépari] ofua 70. elrrev dy 70] elmeiv abro. 


9.1. Since Cod. Monac.afewlines volume, as quoted by Tischendorf), 


lower down reads ByOaBapa, we must 
probably conclude that Bydapa is due 
to the scribe’s error, arising from 
the omission of Ba between two very 
similar syllables. At the same time 
it should be noticed that the reading 
Byfapa is found in a Syriac us. (See 
Tischendorf in loc. (syr. P- assem. 2 
Or, 4 140, 142, 280), 

As bearing on Tischendorf’s note 
if may be well to state that while 
Cod. Monac. reads ByOaBapd in the 
second instance where the word oc- 
curs on p. 140 (of Delarue’s fourth 


B, 


Codd. Ven. et Bodl. read ByOapa in 
both places. On p. 142 Cod. Monac. 
reads ByOaBapa, on p. 280 (Comm. in 
Toann. xiii. 60) Byndapa. On Hera- 
cleon’s Biblical text, see the note on 
p. 74 (Frag. 18, Jo. iv. 17). 

10.6, 7. Tov €v 7 owparc] This in 
conjunction with Frag. 8 establishes 
Heracleon’s ‘Italic’ position, which 
otherwise could not be very clearly 
proved from the Fragments. Cf. 
Hippolytus (Refut. vi. 35), yéyove 75 
VUXLK@, K.T-A. 


Jo. i. 28. 


Jo. i. 29. 
Le. vii. 26. 


Ph. ii. 7. 


Jo. ii, 12. 


Mt. iv. 13, 
17. 
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caitas yeyevnuevas é€eraces reutatew tept Tov TOTP, 
> / an \ ° a € \ me @ t ? 
dywvitopevos mpos TA EVTEMWS VTFO TOU Hpaxréovos evpn- 
pévar povov S€ TodTO érionperotéov, btu Gomep ports 
éydpnoev 6 Koopos TOV KENGCANTA EAYTON, OUT@S auvod Kat 
od Kpiod éSe}On, iva spot avdrod F AMAPTIO. 


13 drywrifuevos] aywrisomévous. 


11. Ibid. x. 9 (R. 1v. 170; L. 1 291). 


‘O pévros ye ‘Hpakdéwv 76 Meta To¥To KATEBH e€ic Kacbap- 

\ eee / wv f > / > \ 
NAOYM ayToc Sunyoupevos AAS TAANLY OLKOVOMLAS APXNY, 
dyot, Snroda Gat, ovK apyas tov KateBu elpnwevou' 
Kai dno THY Kadapvaodp onpaivery tadta Ta EoXaTa 

a \ ¢ \ > \ a \ \ ws 
rapta Ta UrALKA eis A KaTHNDE, Kal Sa TO 


> , \ 3 \ t IO\ , 
avoiketov, Pynotv, Elvat TOV TOTOD, OVOE TET OLNKWS TL 


ToD KOTMOD, 


Néyetae ev avTH i} Nerarnnas. eb pev ovv pd év Tols 
lal ? / la A \ > n 
Rowtrois evaryryedtols TETOLNKwS TL 7) AEAaANKWS EV TT?) 
Kadapvaodp 6 Kuptos hav dveyéyparto, Taya av uot dEa- 
pev rept Tod mapadéEac Bau avtod Thy épunvelav. vuvi S€ 0 
\ tal ’ \ \ U ¢ n \ ‘ 
pev MarOatos Kataditénta Gyoe Tov KUpLoY 7@Y THN Nazapa, 
2AQONTA KAT@KHKENAI €ic KacbapNaoyM THN TIAPABAAACCIAN, KAU 
and TéTe apx7v TOD KHPYCCeIN merouncbar Aéyovta Meta- 
Noeire, Hrrike rap H BaciAela TON OYPANDN......TAdTA 8 mavta 
mept TOV €V Kadapvaovp TO Serhpr eipnuévov Kal Te- 
mpayuevov TapEerTiaapev mip tod édéyEar tHv “Hpa- 
Kréwvos Epunvetav, NéyovTos Avda todro ovdé TETOLNKOS 


Tu déyeTas ev avTH 7 Nerarnnds. yap Svo euvolas 


10 rapaddtacbat] mepidcEac dar. 


12. revrdtew] The rev being hard 
to decipher, the scribe of Cod. Ven. 
conjectured rabrifew, while the scribe 
of Cod. Regius contented himself 
with leaving a small lacuna before 
rdgew. On the bearing of this, and 
the omission of adrod 7 duapria, on 
the origin of Cod, Regius, see Intro- 
duction, p. 8. 

11.14f. For the interpretation of 


Capernaum ef. Frag. 40 (Orig. Comm. 
in Ioann. xiii. 59), tov 5¢ & Kadap- 
vaodu vidv avrod Sunyetrar tov &v TO 
broBeBykbre péper THS peodTnros, TO 
mpos Oddaccay, TouTéore TO oUVHp- 
pévy TH UAy. The whole passage 
there quoted is hardly consistent with 
the oda wemounxds of the text: cf. a 
little further on, Aéyer 52 671 KaTaBas 
mpos TOV KAMYOYTA. 


or 
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8 ie \ (Jess Ro K \ \ / ‘ 
looT@ KML AVTOS TNS apapvaovp Kab TAPLOTAT@ KAU TrEL- 


/ / A n n \ , > , nr 
20 GATW TOlas, 7 TOUTO TroVhoaL jun SUVapevos adiaTacOw Tod 


2 


ur 


ur 


Réyew Tov Yorhpa parnv tw Tom@ émidednunkévarr Kal 
npets 8€, Oeod SiddvTos, yevomwevor KaTa Ta ToLadTa yopla THs 
cwvavayvadcews, OTrov Sofas av pndev nvuKévat érridnunoas 
xoplows Tiol, Tepacduc0a TO pn) paTaLoy THs émLdynpias 
avTod Tpavdcau. 


21 rw] rw TQ. 23 drov.. 


qvukevat] mot ddéedy pndev dv jv vKévas (sic). 


12. Ibid. x. 14 (BR. Iv. 179; L. 1. 309). 


‘O arzor ye ‘Hpaxréwov Attn, eno, 7 Hey aka copra Jo. ii. 


Tod yap wa0ous TOD LwrHpos TUTos HY, OTE OV povoy 
avnpetto TO mpoRaTov, GANA Kal avaTava.y Tapetyer 
/ a A 
éoOrdpevov, Kal Ovdmevov TO TAa00s TOD YwrTHpos TO 
f 
év KOTU@ éeonpatvev, écOvdpevoyvy Sé THY dvadTavaoLY 
\ > / He \ ? n \ / vA \ ¢ 
THhv év yap. tapeOéucba Sé avtod Thy NEEW, Wa TO ws 
év THdiKoUTOLs dvacTpépeww TOV avdpa Tapeppymmpévas Kal 
‘ ~ a 
VdapOS peTa pNdevos KaTacKEvacTLKOD DewpyoayTeEs, WaNAOV 


avTov Katappovncwper. 
4 7d 1d0o0s] Tod wd Oovs. 


23. dou x.7.A.] The reading of 
the ms. is corrupt, and the conjecture 
in Cod. Venetus mod dokdans wndev av 
qvuxévas is not helpful. The reading 
given in the text is the slightest 
alteration which will restore any 
sense, 

12. 4. 7d 7d0os] a necessary correc- 
tion of the ms. reading, which was 
made also by the scribe of Cod. 
Venetus, 

5. ray dvaravow)] Cf. Hacerpta 
ex Theodoto § 63, ) wev obv r&v amvev- 
pariGy dvdmavois év Kupiaky év dy- 
G0d0.... ira 7d Setrvoy Trav ydpwy. 
Trenaeus 1, vii. 1, rods 6é mvevpari- 
kods...€vros mAnpdyaros eloedObyras 
vippas dmrobo0hcecOa. Trois mepl Tov 


5 éonuavev] éojpawov. 


Lwripa dryyédows. 

Unfortunately Hippolytus has said 
nothing about the eschatology of the 
system which he describes. Perhaps 
it did not come within his scope: 
his main object seems to have been 
to establish a case of Hellenising 
against-each of the heretics whom he 
refutes. But no doubt some analo- 
gous yduos completed the system : 
as the dudp0wors of the én of Sophia 
was accomplished by means of her 
marriage with the kowos rod m\npi- 
paros kapiés, 80 the mvevparixol would 
naturally receive the final diWpAwors 
by yavor, no doubt with the ddya 
projected by Sophia and her ov{vyos. 


5—2 


Jo. ii. 14. 


Heb. ix. 7. 


Jo. ui. 14. 
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13. Ibid. x. 19 (RB. Iv. 194; L. 1 388). 


"TS@pev S& Kal ta “Hpaxréwvos, 85 dnov Try eis ‘Tepo- 
codupa dvodov onpatvery TV amd TOV UNLK OY eis TOV 
suxyrKov TOTOV, TUYXAVOVTA elxova THs ‘lepovoadnp, 
dvdBacw Tod Kkuplov. to Sé EYpen én TG iepa, Kab 
ov) mpovaw, oleTat elpjabas vrép TOD p49) THY KAHTLD 
povnv vonOhvar tv Xopls Tvevparos Bonbciobat 
Jrd Tod Kuplouv' yyeirat yap Ta pev dyra Tov aylov 
elvau T0 iepon, els & monoc 6 dpyiepeye erates, évOa olpat 
abrov Aéyew Tods TvevpaTiKods xXwpelv’ TA dé TOD mpo- 
vdov, 6rov Kat of Aevitat, otpBorov elvat TdY 
fm tod wAnpdpmatos puxeK@v EVPLTKOMEeVwY eV 
cwoTnpla. Ilpds tobrous toYc €YPICKOMENOYC 
én to jepd mmAo~ntac Bdac Kal mpdBaTa Kal Te- 
pictepdc, Kal TOYC KAOHMENOYC kepmatictac é&edéEaro 


Neyer Oar avTl TAY wydev YapoTe Sud0vT@v, ANN éptro- 


1 els] om. 


13. 1. els has been rightly sup- 
plied by Cod. Bodleianus. 

thy els x.7.A.] This sentence can 
only mean that the Lord’s journey 
from Galilee to Jerusalem symbo- 
lises the journey from the bid 
(cf. Fragg. 12 and 40) to the yuxixds 
romos, Which rémos is an elkdy or 
image of the Jerusalem above. Cf. 
Excerpta ea Theod. § 59. If we 
compare this with Hippolytus we 
may deduce as a reasonable conjec- 
ture that Heracleon spoke of the 
Hebdomad, the abode of the Demi- 
urge, as an elxay of the Ogdoad which 
was the abode of Sophia, or from 
another point of view was Sophia 
herself. This will account for the 
distinction between ‘Iepoveadyu and 
‘Lepood\vpa which the mss. have faith- 
fully preserved. Of. Bishop Light- 
foot’s note on Gal. iv. 26. Perhaps 
in 1. 3 we should read r7js dvw ‘Tepov- 


2 onpatvew] onuatver. 


5 mpovdw] Trav dvw. 


TaONIM 

5. mpovdw] The rav dyw of the 
mss. is impossible. Neander’s con- 
jecture 7@ vag is in the right direc- 
tion, but should we not read mpovdw 
(cf. 1. 9, 7d 52 700 mpovdov)? Other- 
wise we must suppose, either that 
the meanings of vads and lepdy had 
been practically reversed by Hera- 
cleon’s time, or that he was ignorant 
of their usage. And even then the 
change to mpovaov in 1, 9 would be 
awkward. 

5, 6. The distinction of kdjors 
pdvn h xwpls mveduaros agrees with 
the division of men in Hipp. Mefut. 
vi. 34, Karouxnrhpioy more pev Wuxijs 
povns...rore dé puxis kal yor. See 
also Lacerpta ea Theod. § 58, Suvdmec 
ri éxkrnolay dvadaBiov 7d éxexrov Kal 
TO KAnTOV, TO pey mapa Tis TeKovans 
TO mvevparikoy, TO de éx THs olkovoplas 
Td WUXLKOV. 
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, \ / \ lal / > \ € \ ” 

pilav cal Képdos thv Tav Eévwy eis TO Ltepov elaodor 
/ nr A la 8 \ ‘ 4 

vomrCovtTwy, Tov tdtov Képdous Kal Prrapyuplas eveKev 

Tas eis THY NaTpeiav TOV Beod Ouaias YopHyovrToar. 

CW ak ' \ n > / eo a ee 
Kal TO (pareAAION bé metotna0at EK OXOLVLMVY VTO TOU Jo. ii. 15. 
"Incod, ov»x) map’ dddov ANaBdyTos, iWioTpdTwS amaryryérrél, 
Néyov TO paréAAION elKova TUYyYAavELY THS SUVapEews 
Kal évepyetas TOD aylov TvEevpaTos, ExpvT@VTOS TOUS 
xelpovas’ Kai dnor Tod dparéAAION Kal TO Nivoyv Kal 

lal Ul 
THY oLVd0Vva Kal bcaTOLaDTA ElKOVa THS OUVaMEwWS Kal 
THS evepyeias elvat TOD aylov mvEevpmaTos. erevta 
¢ n /- \ \ J: c ” > DN fi 
EavT® mpoceianhe TO 47) yeypaupévov, ws dpa eis EvNov 
édédeTo TO PpayénrAtor, OTep EVNov TUToOp exaBov civas 
Tod otavpod, gynot To’tw TO EAM avnrOcOat Kal 
\ 

nhavicOar tors KuBevtas éxmdpovs Kal madcav THv 
Kaklav. Kal ovK old bras prvapav dnow éx V0 TOVTwY 

/ / if La) \ 
Tpaywatev ppayérrLov KatacKkevalecbas, Entov TO 
¢ \ a 3 n i ’ \ b Ve \ 
vmod Tod “Inood yevouevov. Ov yap éx dSépmatos, dyot, 
vexpovd émoinaev avTo, tva tv éxKX\nolav KaTa- 
TKEVATH OVKETL AHCT@N Kal éumopwy CTHAAION, GAA Mt. xxi. 13. 


o 4 \ > a, L Ay \ > / Cf. Jer. 
OIKON TOY TATPOC AUTOU NEKTEOV € TO AVAYKALOTATOV vii. 11. 


mept THS Oeorntos Kal ex THY PyToY TOUTwY Tpds avToV. Eb 
yap TO év ‘lepocorvpors fepov oiKON TOY idiov Tatpdc you 
elvat 0 Inaoods, TovTo 5é 76 lepov els S0€av Tod KTloavTos TOV 
ovpavov Kal THY Yhv yéyove, TAS OUK dvTLKpUS SidacKoueda 
fa) ETépou Tivds vomiCerv vidv Elvar Tapa TOV TroLNTHY Ovpavod 
Kal ys Tov viov TOD Oeod ; 


14. Ibid. x. 19 (R. rv. 196; L. 1 342). 


Yhodpa Se amrapaityntas 6 ‘Hpakréwv oieras rd “O ZAdoc Jo. ii. 17. 
Ps, Ixix. 


TOY OlKOY Coy KaTAdareTal Me €K TpoT@roU TAV EKBrN- (Ixviii.) 10 


/ \ J / ¢ \ an > lel 8 / 
Oévtwv kal dvarobévtav VTo TOD YworTApos Ovvapewy 


14, 2. xarapdiyerat] There is a the masc. with duvduewy we may 
difference of reading in the LXX. compare Mp. Vienn. et Lugd. ap. 
here. SB read caraddyerat, A karé- Huseb. H. LH. v. i. § 9, ray mpoeory- 
gaye. Cf. Origen Comm. in Ioann. kérwy ris wédews eEovorwv, and ibid. 
x. 19 (L, 1. 341), : § 30, mapameumevTwy ray moduTiKa@y 

3. duvdpewv] Cf. the daluoves of  ekoucwwy. 

Hipp. Refut. vi. 34. For the use of 


Ps. lxix. 
(Ixviii.) 22. 


Jo. ti, 19, 


70 


TL EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF TERACLEON, 


Néyer Oa, pr) Surdpevos Tov eippdv TIS ev TO Wrarueo mpopy- 
relas THpraal, vooUmevor &K mpoo@rrov TOV ex PrAnOévt@v Kab 


dvarobévrav Suvapewv Neyer Oar, 


, 
axdrovbov Sé éort Kat 


avrov Kab vd “EdwKan elc TO Bpadma Moy YOAHN am éxelvov 
AéyerOar ev TH adTG dvayeypanpévov Warwe GAN os etKds 
érdpakev adrov Td KaTadareTal Me os por) Suvadyevoy bard 
Xpirtod arayydrrcoat, ox opdvra 70 Cos Taév avOpwro- 
maddy rept Ocod Kal Xpiorod AOyou. 


10 ody dpdvra] od xopoyra, 


15. Ibid. x. 21 (R. v. 199; L. 1. 851). 


¢ i a 

O pévroe ye ‘Hpaxrdéav 76° En tpicin pnoty avr) tod “Ey 
rplty, (2) epeuripaas, Kalrou ye emuoticas TO "EN TpIciN, 
was ev tpiolv  dvdoracs évepyeirat Hucpas, ere Se war 
rip tpltny pyar Tv MvEVLaTLKHDY Hwépar, ev } olovrac 
SyrodoOar Tv THs eKKAnolas avacracLy. rovtav Se 
Ty Adv @ t- t > \ eR. \ 
akorouOdy ears TPOTHY NEYELY ELVaAL THY KOLKNVY NMEPAV, KEE 

‘ a 

vv Sevrépav tv Yuyexv, ov yeyernpevns THS éxxrnolas 


~ al 
Ths dvacracews ev avrats, 


6 xotehy] Xworhp. 


5, vootsuevov] Wo should oxpect 
this word to introduce what Origen 
considered to be the true ‘spiritual’ 
moaning of the passage under dis- 
cussion, and not a repetition of 
Heracloon’s ‘obstinate’ interpreta- 
tion. And the agreement of voo'- 
nevoy With elpudy is very awkward, 
As it stands the passage can only 
moan that Horacloon’s interprotation 
fails because he cannot grasp tho 
gonoral drift of the prophecy, which 
ho interprets as being spokem by the 
Surduers. But the toxt is unsatis- 
factory, and Tam inclined to suspect 
that tho words vootievor—déyerPar 


may possibly bo a marginal note 
made by the reader of some ancestor 
of Cod. Monacensis, which has crept 
into the text. For a possibly similar 
phenomenon we may compare Krag. 
40, ety dvots KT, 

10, &os] Doos this mean simply 
‘oustom, usage,’ or should we com- 
pare Origen’s uso of 7d dv eee deyd- 
jevor, tropied, and perhaps rd &y 
Orig. Comm, in Toann, xiii, 6? 

ody dparra] ‘The reading of all the 
uss. Huet apparently conjectured 
od xwpodvra, Which is tho probable 
source of Delarue’s note ‘Rog. (quem 
H, soquitur) od xwpodrra.’ 


Lou 


on 


10 
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a 


16. bid. x, 22 (R. tv. 201; L. 1 356), 


"Rouce S¢ kal xara ta MaxxaBaixd modrrdy) Tis akata- Cf.1Mace. 


, \ \ \ \ \ \ \ ’ oa 
otacia yeyovévas Tept Tov Nady Kal Tov vadv, Kal ovK oda 
el TOTE dv@KodSoMHON ToTO’TOLs ETETW O VadsS. O MEéVTOL YE 
‘Hpaxréwr, nd eriotijcas TH lotopia, dnoi Tov DoXo- 
MOVTA TECCAPAKONTA Kal EZ ETECI KaTETKEVAKEVAaL TOV 
vaov, eikdva Tuyyavovta Tod Ywrhpos, Kal Tov Ss" 
? ny ? \ 7 / \ / > , 
dptOmov eis Tv UAH, ToUTéTTL TO TAAGTMA, avadpépeL” 
rov S€ T@Y TEcocapakorTa, 0 TETpPas EaTL, Pyotr, 1 
> > \ > U4 \ \ > & 2 / 
admpoomokos, eis TO EuPVTHMA Kal TO EV TO EMGvT- 

/ 6 de ’ 8 Ni) ss ~~ ‘ 8 \ \ 
patioméppa, Spa Sé et Suvarov, Tov mev w Sia Ta Téooapa 
TOD Koopov aTovyela ev Tols Hywviopévols eis TOV vadv éy- 
KaTratacodmeva NawBavew, Tov S& S Sia Td TH Extyn rHuwépa 

he Be ) ? 7 NKEPe 


yeyovévat tov dvOpwrov. 


11 qywrionevots] dywrirpévors. 


16, 6,7. rov ©’ apeOuor] CL. Frag. 18, 
Heracleon’s interpretation of the six 
(as he read) husbands of the Samari- 
tan woman. With the whole fragment 
we must compare Hacerpta ex Theo- 
doto § 50, NaBdv yobv amd rijs yijs... 
Wuxry yeddy Kal duchy érexrivaro... 
6 de Kad” duolwow riy adrod rod dy- 
uoupyod, éxelvds eorw dv els rodrov 
évepionody re Kal évéoreper dcorov- 
ody Te adr Oe dyyé\wy évOels. And 
§ 58, rye 58 6 "AdQU adjrws adr@e 
brd ris copias evorapey 7d orépua 7d 
mvevmarixoy els THY Wuxy, Scarayels, 
gyal, WC dyyédwr ev xeipl peolrov... 
ILpdrov ody owdpua mvevjmarcxdy 7d év 
TO Addu mpoeBarer H copla twa y rd 
dcroty % NoyiK? Kal odpavla Yuxn mh 
Kev?) AAA pevelod yenovea mveumarcKod, 
which is more closely parallel. See 
also Hipp. Refut. vi. 34, Todro éore 
Td elpnudvor...cat evedtaonre els rd 
mpbowmor adrod mvony Swijs kal éyévero 
6 dvOpwros els Wuxi feoav, and for 
the rd & re eudvojuare omrdépua, 


ibid. vi. 34, Karotxnrijpiov...more dé 
Wuxs Kal Adywr, olrudés elor Adyor 
dvwier Kareomapnévoe dard rod Kowov 
TOU WMANpwWuaATOS KapTov Kal THs coplas 
els ToUrovy Tov KdcKMOV, KaTOLKODYTES ev 
owmuare XoKG wera Pux7ys. 

The agreement of this passage, 
with the fragment of Valentinus pre- 
served in Clement (Strom. iv, 18), and 
his explanation of it, will be more 
conveniently considered in an ad- 
ditional note. 

8, 9. rerpds } drpédomdoxos] The 
reference is probably in the first 
instance to the original rerpaxrds of 
the Valentinian system (i.e. probably 
the four male aeons of the Ogdoad), 
and then more generally to the spiri- 
tual nature which is incapable of 
real union with any lower nature. 
Of. Irenaeus t. vii. 4 (where he is speak- 
ing of the Demiurge’s various views 
as to prophecy) 7 ror avOpwrov, 7 Tiv 
mpoomdokyy Tay XEtpdvev (MS. YEIpwr, 
Lat. pejorum). 


Jo. iv. 14. 


Cf. Rom. 
v. 15. 


2 Cor. iii. 
16. 

Cf. Ex. 
xxxiv. 34, 


Hebo x. 1, 
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17. Jbid. xii. 10 (R: Iv. 220; L. m 18). 


"TS@uev S¢ kab ra “Hpaxdéwvos eis Tods Térous, doTIs 
dnciv”Atovoy kal Tpockatpoy Kal émldElToVTaY éKel- 
vnv yeyovévar thy Conv, Kal tiv kat avtny So€av- 
Koo MLK) yap, dno, jv Kal olerar TOD KOTMLKNY auTnv 

3 a a 

elvas amddeEw dépe ex Tod Ta Opémmata TOD laxwoB €& 

b} lal 

avThis memw@Kévar' Kal ef wey ATOVOY Kal TPdTKALpOV Kal 
émirelrovcay edrdpBave Tv éx pépovs yvoow, TOL TH 
amd TOV ypahov ovyKpices TOY appHTwOY pHLaTor, @ ovk 
2e\ > a) / La a \ nr ry) > > / \ 
é€ov avOpom@ Aadnoal, Tacayv THV VvUY Ol ETOTTTPOU Kab 

te a 
aiviywatos ywouévyny yveow, Katapyoupérny bray EXOn TO 

a ? A > A / ’ be ¢ \ lal PS) ‘ 
TENELOV, OUK GV AUTW EVEKANETAMEV. EL O€ UTEP TOU taBanr- 
New TA TadaLad TodTO TroLE?, éykAnTéos av ein. “O Sé Siba- 
aw USap 6 Lwrnp, dno elvar éx Tod mrvevpatos Kal 

lal ry i ] an b) 80 Ss sy > / Oy ‘ 

Ths Suvvapmews avTod, ov Wevdomevos’ Kal eis TO OY MH 

aiytich 8é cic TON aidna drrodédwxev avtais NeEeow oUTwS, 

Aidvios yap % Co avtod, cal pydémote POerpomern, 

¢ \ ¢ / € > lal / > x - > 

Os Kal 4 TPOTNH 1} EK TOD PpeaTosS, AAAG PEevOVTA* ava- 

c ' a ¢ n 

dhalperos yap Hi ydpic Kal H Awped TOD LoTHpos Mer, 
> an 

Kab 1) avadicKomévyn unde POcipoméevy ev TO peTe- 
’ 

yovTs avTis. POEevpomévny dé THY mpeTny didovs ivan 

Ai lal n 
Lai)v, eb pev THY KaTa TO ypappa Edeye, EnTav THY TH TEPI- 
aipécel TOY KAAYMMATOC yivomévyy KaTa TO TINEYMA Kal evpi- 
et 58 mavtn POopay Katnyopet TOV 

lal én ef fal a € \ ¢ lal \ hd A \ A 
maradv, Sjrov OTL TODTO Tove? ws pa) Opav Ta ayala TON 


¢ a a »- 
TKOV, UYL@S av EEE. 


11 aire] adro. 21 riv) om. 22 ywouernv] ywouérn 7. 


17. 19, 20. mueréxovr:] There is no 
difference of reading here in the mss. 
Delarue’s note, ‘Regius (quem H. 
sequitur) weracxdrrt,’ is due to Huet 
and not to Cod. Regius. Huet very 
likely conjectured peracxév7e from 
Ferrarius (‘particeps fuerit’). 

21, fray] With this comment 
of Origen we may compare Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 35, dre Tédos EkaBev  Krlows 
Thy GmoKadup TH éyKexahupmey nv 
kal elxe Kddumpa érl rv Kapdlay * 


érére ody der apOjvar TO KAA. 

tw 7TH] Hilgenfeld plausibly al- 
ters the 77 of the mss. to rj. Per- 
haps it is better to insert both articles 
(cf. Frag. 1). At any rate the 7 in 
the next line cannot be right. We 
may reasonably suppose that after 
ywouevny had been corrupted to y- 
vonevnn (dative because of the pre- 
ceding meprapéce), the r7v may have 
dropped out. 


5 
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' Ey] | a \ , ’ > 4 \ \ 
25 MEAAONT@N €YEIN exedva THN CKIAN. ovK amiBavas dé TO 
‘A\doménoy Sunynoato Kal rods metarxapBavovtas tov 
advabev éreyopnyoupmévov Trovaiws, Kal avTovs éK- 
BrVoat cis THY Etépwv aldviov Conv Ta éTLKEXopN- 
t a al a 
ynuéva avtots. adda kal erawel THY Lapapeirw doav 
\ 
30 €voerEamevnv THv adLaKplTov Kal KaTaNANAOY TH 
, c a 7 \ a > 4? a 
pices éauTys TioTLv, 1) SvaxpiOcioan ef ols EXeyev 
> 
AUTH. eb fev ovv THY TMpoaipecw amedéyeTo, pndev Trepl 
dvcews aivittropevos ws Stapepovons, Kal nueis dv ovyKaTe- 
Oéweba’ i Se TH voy KatacKevy dvahéper THY THs cvyKaTa- 
35 Odoews aitiav, ws ov Taov TavTns Mapovons, avatpeTTéov 
by a \ / ’ 5 \ a Coc He \ \ 
avTov Tov Noyov. ovK oida 5é mos 0 “Hpakdéwv TO py 
t 2 if \ t t 4 ay 
yeypaupévov éexraBav dnov pos to Adc moi ToYTo TO YAwp 
¢ ” ye lal ¢ \ a / >? / 
os dpa Bpayéa StavuxOetoa v0 Tob Noyou Eutonae 
Novmov Kal TOV TOTOV ékEeivoU TOU NEyoméevov CavTOS 
HO M4 \ \ \ , ! a Nee ¢ \ 
4oUdaTos. éte dé Kal mpos TO Adc mol ToYTO TO YAwp TNd MH 
Aly@ MHAE Alépy~wmMal ENOASE ANTAEIN Hyoly OTe TadTa Néyes 
% yuvn éupaivovaa To émimoxdov kal Svamoplatop 
a / 
Kal atpopov éxeivov Tov UdaTos’ ToOev yap SerKvuvaL 


éyer ATpopov eivas TO TOD laxo8 Udwp ; 


25 eyew] exe. 


18. Ibid. xiii, 11 (R. 1v. 221; L. . 20). 


"Ere 5 6 ‘Hpaxdéwv pos 76 Aérei aytti pyot Anrov OTe 
ToLodTS TL Xéywv' Ei Oérers NaBetv TodTO TO Vdap, 
fare, PONHCON TON ANApPA coy’ Kal oleras THS Lapa- 

/ \ / ( \ a an ” \ 
peltidos TOV AEyomEvov UTd TOD LwTHpos dvdpa TO 


25. The text, even after gyew  xal dv adrwy kal ra TovToLs duovovvTa. 


33. 


has been substituted for the impos- 
sible @ye, is unsatisfactory. The 
omission of ra dya@d would make it 
simpler, and it is possible that these 
words may be a marginal gloss, which 
has crept into the text. 

27, 28. kal adrovs éxB\voa] Cf. Hax- 
cerpta ea Theod. § 58, 7d WuxuKdr, 6 
dvéswoev Kal dvjveykev darep avéhaBe, 


pioews] Cf. Fragg. 19, 44. 
Origen’s criticism of the doctrine of 
pioews Siapopa is one of the most 
important parts of his refutation of 
Heracleonism, as this was the deepest 
and most characteristic fault of the 
system, and indeed of gnosticism in 
general. 


(ee 


Jo. iv. 15. 


Jo. iv. 16. 
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TANHpopa cival avTHs, va ovv éxelv@ yevouéern Tpos 5 
tov LSwrhipa Kouloacbat Tap avtod THy SUvapiv Kal 
tiv €v@ow Kal THY AVaKpacly THY TpPOs TO TANPOPA 
avthns SuvnOy ov yap mepl avdpos, dyol, KoopiKod 
éxeyev adth iva Kadéon, emeimep ovK nyvoeL OTL OVK 


elye voptpov avdpa. mpodyras bé évtadOa Bidlerar, Néywv v0 


eee \ aA > , , , \ Pi 
avtTn Tov LwrTHpa eipynKévar PaNHCON Coy TON ANAPA 
\ > \ > t lal \ > \ lal / 
Kal €AGE ENOAAE, ONAODYTA TOV aTO TOD TANPwWpaTOS 
aituyov' elmep yap Tod? ovtas eiyev, éxypnv Tov avdpa Kal 
tiva tpdrov havntéov éatat avTov eitretv, iva adv avT@ 
yévntat Tpos TOY Ywrnpa. 
nf \ \ Uy ? Li X v6 ” 8 \ be \ 
dyol, KaTa TO voovpevoy nyvoer Tov idvov dvdpa, Kata O€ TO 
amdoov naxvveto eimrety STL porxov ovxL dé avdpa elxe, TAS 
ovxt patny ota, TporTadcowy 6 Aéywv “Ytrare PaNHCON TON 
ANApA coy Kal €AGE ENBAAE; ELTA Tpds TodTO AAHOEC EIPHKAC 


o 4 2 ” / , Soy fl / > i 
OT! ANAPA OYK EYEIC ow Evet EV TW KOTHLW OVK ELYEV 20 
, U/] e t 


v ¢ a 4 \ 2 a yi. \ > na bial 
avdpa yn VapapeEites, HY yap AUTHS 0 avHnp Ev TH Alvi. 
hpers pev ody avéyvaper Tlénte AnApac €cyect mapa Sé TO 
14 elwety] om. 21 Dapapetris] Dapapelrns. 
p p 


18. 6. Koutcac0a] Grabe suggests here follows the Western text. As 


GAN érrel, bs 6 “Hpakréwy 15 


koplvec0ar, which is followed by Hil- 
genfeld. But there is no need to 
alter the ms. reading, which is in it- 
self preferable. 

7. hv &vwow k.t.r.] Cf. Excerpt. 
ex Theod, § 22, éyewpoueda otv tuets 
iadyyedot Tots appecw amoxatacrabéy- 
res...els Evwow, and § 64, Komifopueva 
kal attra Tods vupdlous Tovs ayyédous 
éavtav, els Tov vu“puva évTos TOU Spov 
elolact...... eis ToUs voepovs Kal alwpylous 
ydpous Ths cutvylas. 

mAjpwa] On Heracleon’s use of 
mripwpa and aldy, see additional 
note p. 105. 

14, Hilgenfeld’s substitution of 
elrew for €orac is possible, but it is 
simpler to suppose with Huet that 
elréiv, or perhaps dn\@oa, has fallen 
out after adrév. 

20. éyes] Heracleon, or Origen, 


Origen has twice quoted the words 
with the reading éyw shortly before, 
this passage may reasonably be sup- 
posed to represent Heracleon’s text. 
At the same time the retention in 
Cod. Monacensis of a less well- 
known reading in only one of several 
passages would not be unparalleled. 
Other interesting variants in Hera- 
cleon’s text are found in (1) Fr, 9,° 
Bydavia. See the note in loc, (2) 


Fr. 18, 2& dvdpas, a reading other-7 


wise unknown, (3) Fr. 40, proxy 
kal odya. Mt, x. 28. (4) Fr. 40, 

é£ehevoovTau (els TO TKOTOS TO eEwTEpor), 

a Western variant for é«BAnOjcovra.. 

So far as we can tell he used a text of 

a Western type, but we have not 

much material from which we can 

form a judgment. 
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“Hpaxréove edpowev “EZ ANApac Ecyec. Kai éepunvever ye 
THY vALKnY Tacav Kaxiav Synrodcbat Sid TaV &E 

25 avdpav, h cvveTémreKTO Kal emrAnoialey Tapa doyov 
mopvevovoa, Kal évuBprlopévn Kal aOetoupévn Kat 
éyxatarermouévn vm avTav’ Aextéov 5é mpos avTov 
bre elrep érrdpvevey 4 TvEUpAaTLKN, HudpTavey 7 TVELLA- 
Tun e¢ S€ juaptavey % TvevpaTixn, AéNApON ATa8ON OvK 

30 nV 4 TVvEVPATLKH KaTa yap TO Evayyédvoy OY AyYNaTAI Mt. vii. 18. 
AENAPON APAOON KapTIOYC TIONHPOYC ENETKEIN. Kat Sjrov OTL 
olxetar avtois Ta THs pvOorrovias. ei b¢ addvatdv éott TO 
BradON AENAPON épey TIONHPOYC KapTTOYC Kal ATABON AENAPON 
 Sapapeiris, ate mvevpatik) Tuyxavovea, axodovOov avT@e 

35 Aéyew Corl, Ore Hrou ovK Hv dpapTia  Topvela aVTHS, 7) OUK 
avuTn émopvevoer. 


19. Ibid. xiii, 15 (R. rv. 224; L. um. 25). 


‘O 8€ ‘Hpaxdéwv els Ta ata pywata eye Evoynpovas Cf. Jo. iv. 
Hpmoroynkévar Tv Yapapeituy ta vw avtod mpos 19. 
. \ > / tA A / \ > \ 
avtnv eipnuéva: Ilpodytov yap movov, dyno, éativ 
eldévar Ta TavTa, Wevddpmevos Exatépws: Kal yap ot ayye- 

5 doe Ta ToradTa SvvavTas cidévat, Kal 6 TpodynTns ov TavTa 
oidev, EK mépoyc TAP FINDCKOMEN Kal EK MEpOYC TIPOHTEYOmEN, 1 Cot. xiii. 
Kav Tpopyntevapev 7) ywaoKoper. peta b€ Tadta érawwel~ 
OS TPETOVTHS TH AUTHS PvgEL TOLNTacay Thy Yapa- 
pettov, Kal pnte Wevoapéevny wre avTLKPUS Omono- 

loynoacay TiHiv éavTAS aoxnpoovrny, TETELTMEVHV TE 
dyow avTiy, 6Te mpodyntns ein, EpwTav avTOV, apa 

\ > fe > / . a ] Ul (v4 >’ 
Tv aitiav éupaivovoay du’ iy é£emdpvevoer, bTe ou 
wv lal \ an \ \ \ Yb ’ rd 
Gyvotav Ocod Kal THs KaTa TOV Oedv NaTpElas amEny- 


8 airis pice] airas pavoe. 


19. 3. mpopjrov k.7.A.] Contrast rns od wdv7a oidev of its point. 
Heracleon’s views on the prophets 12—14, é7v...duedjoacay is strange 
in Fragment 5. but may possibly be explained as an 

4, Hilgenfeld alters 7a mdvra in- extension of such usages as d7\ov 
to kal ratra, an alteration which, 67. Hilgenfeld plausibly suggests 
besides having no ms, authority, dre. 
deprives Origen’s criticism 6 mpop7- 


Jo. iv. 20. 


Jo. iv. 21. 
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n > / 
cacay Kal TaYT@Y TOV KATA TOV Bloy avTH avayKaiwv 
i. IND Pes tal ) n Bt / m b) \ 
Kal dXNwWS Gel TOV ev TO Bim TYYXAaVOVTaV" OV Yap 
> nr 
av, dno, avr) Apxeto érl ro ppéap, Ew THs TOEwS 
U ’ Ld \ nr ee / > / > 
Tuyxdvov. ovK oda bé mas évomicev Eugaiverbar THY 
aitlay Tod éxmemopvevKevat, 7) ayvovav aitlav yeyove- 
3 eae an / \ a \ \ 
vat eri TOV TANPpEANUaToV Kal THS KaTa Oeov NaTpelas. 
n / 
AW eouxe TadTa os eruxev oxediaKévar, yopls Tdons TOa- 
votntos. mpoarliOnat te TovTos btt Bovdopmévn pabeiv 
TOs Kal Tlye evapectTncaca Kal Oed TpocKYYHnTATA 
od / nr / UL / c UG cf n 
atwanrayeln TOU Topvedetyv, Néyes TO Oi TATEPEC HMON 
én TH Opel TOYTH TMpoceKYNHCAN Kal TO éEHs. ahodpa 
/ > > A \ > / J \ vA t 
8é éotw evedXeyxTa Ta cipnuévar ToPev yap OTe PBovdAEeTaL 
n Wi n 
pabeiy, tiv evapertncaca aTradrayeln TOU TropveveEw ; 


15 ray ev] rh €. 25 evedheyxTa] eveheyKara. 


20. Ibid. xiii. 16 (R. rv. 225; L. 1. 26). 


Aérei aytH 6 “Incofc TMicteyé mol, ryNal, OT! EpyeTal copa, OTE 
oyte €N TH Gpel TOYT@ OYTE EN ‘lepocoAYMOIC TPOCKYNHCETE TO 
' a to (4) / UA ¢ HH t > 
matpi. Ore oe miavaitata Tetnpynkevat 0 Hpaxdewy ev 
rovtows 76 "El péev Tov Tpotépav py eipnabar avTH 
nr lal , n 
Tlicteyé mol ryNal, vov S€ TovTO avTH wpoocTeTaxOat, 
/ > / \ \ 3 / / > \ ” 
tore émcOdXwoe TO pu) amriOavov Taparnpnya, eimav Opoc 
A \ / / xn 4 / > lal 
pev Tov diaBodov ANéyerOat, 7 TOV KOTPMOV avToOD, 


15. Grabe’s alteration of rjv into been the cause of her \arpeta, though 


ray is the only satisfactory emenda- 
tion here, But this is not enough, 
Massuet’s insertion of droruyxdvove av 
after dvayxalwy balances the sentence 
better, but then ddd\ws ruyxdvouvcay 
becomes an awkward anticlimax, 
Two simple emendations suggest 
themselves, either (i) to place awed7- 
cacay after dvaykatwy, or (ii) to omit 
the xal after duedjoacav. But it is 
doubtful if even then a possible sense 
can be obtained. 


19. Kal ris Kata Oedov darpelas] 
Ignorance can hardly be said to have 


Heracleon probably put it forward as 
the cause of the errors in her service. 
Origen seems to have misunderstood 
the words which he quotes. 

21. re] The zepi of the Editions is 
another interesting example of the 
influence of the mistakes made by 
the scribe of Cod. Regius, Cod. 
Monac. has rf (sic) which he has mis- 
taken for zrepl. 

22. rl] Cod. Venetus inserts 
Tporw, but it is more natural that the 
expression here should be similar to 
that in 1, 26, 


15 


To 


15 


om 
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rive 


exeumnep Bepos év 6 64a Boros ohms 7S Eds, gnoly, HY, 
6 8é KOoMosS TO dg tiple ie) Kaklas pos, apnEae olKn- 
Wile Onplov, @ mpooekdvouy TAVTES Ob ™po voMov 


Kal ot €Ovixol ee ale Sé riv KetTlow } TOV KTioTHY 


@ mpanenivour ot *Tovdato.. 


"AAAd Kal Sevtépws "Opoc 


bev evopiaev elvat vue KTLOUD “a ot €Ovixot ™pooeKvVoOUY 


Mepcieekyma dé TOV atlorgy, 6 of ‘lovdatou char pevoy. 


eee ov», gpyolr, olovel ot TVEVMATLKOL, OUTE TH KT LO Eb, 


oUTE TO ereecup ye TIPOCKYNHCETE, aNNA TO mar pt THiS 
annbeiass Kal cupTaparapBaver v6, pnoi, aUTY OS 
4S weet Hy, Kal cvvapLOpoupérny Tots KaTA ary Oevav 


T pPOTKUVHTALS. 


13 of] om. 


21. 


“Y meic MpockyNeire 6 OYK oiAaTe, 
OIAAMEN, OT! H cooTHpla éK TON lOYAAIWON ECTIN. 


14 g] om. 


Tbid. xiii. 17 (R. tv. 226; L. 1. 28). 


HMEIC TIPOCKYNOYMEN O 
Nar’ bss} wa 
TO ‘YMeic, Ooov 


ml TH déFeL, oF Lapapels’ boov Sé emt TH avaryonn, ot mph 


Tas rypapas ETEPO sbogol. 


TO 8é ‘Hmeic, dcov éml TO pure ot 


"Tovdaiou' dcov Sé emt TH addaryopia, eyo 0 Nayos, Kal ol KaT’ 
ewe pewoppoopsevot, Tv cwtnpiav éxovtes dd Tay “lovdaixay 
ASyov' TO yap PaNepwOEN NYN MyYCTHPION mepavépwrat Aid TE 


20. 8. With the description of o 
didBodos as pupos ev Ans THs UAns ef. 
the cosmogony of Hippolytus Refut. 
vi. 32—34, é« rijs UduKhs ovclas Kal 
SuaBorexfs érolnsev 6 Snpuoupyos rats 
Wuxais Ta owpara, and éx ris vuKhs 
yéyovev (as must be supplied, see Hil- 
genfeld Ketzergeschichte, p. 468) elxav 
ud Bodos, and tiv 6é drroplay Saipovev. 

See also Irenaeus 1. v. 4, éx d€ Ths 
Norns TH mvevpdTiKd THs movnplas... 
8Oev Tov 5idBorov. 

9, 6 dé xdcuos] Here regarded as 
the world of the Devil, cf. Irenaeus, 
loc. cit. dv Kat Koopoxpdropa Kadovor, 
and Hipp. Refut. vi. 33, didéBoros 


6 dpxwv Tod Kdcpou ToUTOV. 
9,10. olxnrhpioy Onplwv] Cf. Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 34, KATOLKNTHpLOV...oTaY 


daluoves ph owvoikaor TH PuxXH, and 
Valentinus ap. Clem, Al. Strom. ii. 
20, % Kapdla...rodd\wv ood darpovey 
olxnrhpiov. These passages shew that 
the phrase of the master was remem- 
bered by his pupils, and applied in 
different ways. 

11. xrlow] i.e. the world of the 
Demiurge. The distinction between 
the nations and the Jews may be 
compared with the description (Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 34) of the children of Abra- 
ham, as the children of the Demiurge, 


Jo. iv. 22. 


Rom. xvi. 
26. 


2 Tim. i. 
10. 


Rom. ii. 
29. 
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n a \ a > U a / c int 
FPAPHN TIPOPHTIKON KaL THC EMMIMANEIAC TOY Kupiov HMON 
"Iucof Xpictoy. Spa Se et pa) idios Kal Tapa TV axodovOiav 
Tav pntov 6 ‘Hpakdéwv éxdeEapevos TO “Ymeic avtl Tod Of 
"TI 8 o 24 \ 8 / e 66 > AS \ 

ovdaiot, €Ovexor, Sunyjnoato. olov Sé€ éaTL Tpos THY 
Sapapeiri réyeoOar, vpeis oi “lovdaior, ) mpos Lapapeirey, 
€ a ee | ¥: > ’ > 16 / ¢ Le t a 
Upets of EOvixol ; GAN OVK oldacL YE Ob Etepodokor 0 mpoa- 

a 4 / > \ a ’ > fi \ an \ 
xuvodow, te wAdowa éoTl, Kal ovK adnOea, Kat pd005 Kal 
od myctHpia. 6 8€ mpooKkuvav Tov Snpuovpyov, waduoTa KaTa 
TON €N KpYTIT@ ‘loydaion, Ka) TODS NOYyoUS TOUS TVEULATLKODS 
5) “ a ‘Sf n a 
lovSaixovds, obtos 6 o1de TPOCKYNEl. odd S€é eoTL vOV Tapa- 

/ ae / > < \ ’ \ a > / 
Tribeca Tod “Hpaxdéavos Ta pyTa arro TOU ETTUTyEYpPaMLEVOU 
Tlérpouv Knpiywatos TraparapBavoueva Kab fotracOat pos 

3 My ifs \ N a Ma cd! / if a 
adra é£erdlovtas Kal tept Tod BiBdov, ToTEpoy ToTE yvNTLOV 
gore 3 vdbov 7) puxtov' Sidtep ExovTes umeptibéueba, Tatra 

/ ’ t / ’ \ ¢ I / P) PS) / 
povoy erionerovpevor pépey avtov, ws lletpov ov aéavTos, 
M») Setv cal’ "EXAnvas rpocKuveir, Ta THS UNS TPay- 


8 Kuplov] Xo. 15 ov] om. 


21.12. mpds Zapyapeirw] This is 
strange but possible. The definite 
article in the first clause restricts the 
application to the particular subject 
of the story, while in the second 
clause it is general. But Cod. Vene- 
tus has, either intentionally or by 
itacism, improved the text, reading 
Dapapelrnv; the preceding Dapapetrey 
would easily account for the change, 
and the more general application 
suggested by the masculine is intrin- 
sically far more suitable. 

15. od] This correction (found 
in Cod. Ven.) is necessary, whether 
we retain the «at or not. 

17. mod sé] The scribe of 
Cod. Venetus fell into the natural 
transcriptional slip of inserting «d)- 
duov, thus getting a more familiar 
phrase. But intrinsic and transcrip- 
tional probability alike forbid us to 
follow Hilgenfeld in retaining the 
insertion. It would make the follow- 


23 Kab’? “EXXAnvas] Kabednv as. 


ing Sidzep éxévres bmepriéueOa mean- 
ingless, 

23. xaé’ “E\\qvas] The reading of 
the Munich ms. explains the strange 
production of its copy (Cod. Reg. 
xadedety ds) which Huet had to fol- 
low, and which led him to conjecture 
car’ éOvixo’s. The passage from the 
Preaching of Peter is quoted at 
greater length in Clement (Strom. vi. 
5) where the last sentence stands kal 
yap exetvor pdvor oldjevor Tov Oedv 
ywhoxew ovdk érlorayrat, NaTpevovTes 
dyyéos Kal dpxayyédos, pnvl Kal 
CON LLIB 

Origen expresses a decided opinion 
on the Preaching of Peter in the De 
Principiis, Praef, 8 (interp. Rufino) 
‘Respondendum quoniam ille liber 
inter libros ecclesiasticos non habe- 
tur; et ostendendum quia neque 
Petri est ipsa scriptura, neque alteri- 
us cuiusquam qui spiritu Dei fuerit 
inspiratus.’ 


10 


Lal 
ou 
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> A \ yi / \ 

pata arodexyomevovs, Kal NaTpevovTas EvroLs Kat 
a U 

25 XLOo00s, wnds Kata lovdaiovs oéBewv TO Deion, émeimep 
> rn 

Kal avtol povor olopevor emiatac bar Gedy, ayvoodauy 

Pe N , > / \ x \ , 
avTOv, NaTpevovTEs ayyédoLs Kal pyvi Kab TEdHYD. 


24 Narpedovras] NarpevorTes. 25 unde] pre. 
26 povor olopevor] movors lomevor, 


22. Ibid. xiii. 19 (R. Iv. 229; L. 11. 33). 


To wévrou ye ‘Hmeic Tpockynofmen 6 ‘Hpaxdéwv olerae €lvat Jo. iv. 22. 
¢ 2 2A NG \ Cie ait) a ae \ \ 
O év aidvt Kal of adv avTo@ EXOovTeEs' od TOL yap, dno, 
Heecav tive mpocKuvodact, KaTa adniOerav TpocKv- 
a. > \ \ sa ¢ U > a > ' > \ 
voodvTes. GdAd Kal TO°OTIH COTHPIA EK TON “loyAdl@N ECTIN, 
5 émel év TH lovdata, dyaly, éyevi On, aXN ovK év avTois 
—ov ydp cis wdvtas adTovs eYAdKHce—xkal Ort €€ Cf. 1 Cor. 


> ue a » Ion ¢ / \ c t x. Ds 

oa he oe éOvous Pata 7 Gb padian Kat oO mono Crpanae 
. , > Lal eee 

€iC THN OIKOYMENHN' KaTa O€ TO voovmevor €k TOV Lov- (xviii.) 5. 


8 iY \ / a t ’ , > Rom, x. 
QAL@MV TV TOOTH PLAV dunyetrat yeyovevatl, ET ELTTEPD El- 18. 


/ A a 
10 KOVES OUTOL TOY é€V TO TANPOMAaTL AUTO Elvat vomi- 
Covtar éypnv dé avrov Kal Tos am’ avTod Exactoy TOY év 
a VA If a > > \ lel > n / 
™ NaATPELa OELKVUVAL, TOS ETTLY ELKOV TOV EV TO TANPWLATL, 
el ye pr) movov pov TodTo Aéyovow, GANA Kal adyGeia 
fpovotow avrTo. mpos TovTOLs TO EN TINEYMATI KAI AAHOEIA Jo. iv. 24. 
a Ui 
15 TIPOCKYNEICOAl TON OEON AryoUpmEvos, Aéyer OTL OL mpoTepov 
mpockuyyntal év capKkl Kal mraVyH TpoTEKUVOUY TO 
\ / n ‘ 
pn watpl, OoTEe Kal TAVTOV TEeTAAVHOOal TaVTasS TOUS 
, lal a NESS, ‘ Cg 
T pPOTKEKVYNKOTAS TH SNwLoupy®, Kat emupépes ye 0 Hpa- 
Kréov, OTL’ EAS 7KTI Lov ta > anned 
v, ote EAATpeYON TH KTICEl, Kal OV TH KAT Gdn OELaD CF, Rom. 
i, 25. 


11 ekacrov] éxaorwv. 


24. arpevovras] The ms. read- § 44, rods dé dppevas dyyéXovs Tods oly 
ing is probably due to the following air@ éxmeupdévras. And see also 
Aarpevovres. Frag. 40, of rs ofxovomlas dyyedot. 

22.2. 6 év aidve kal of ody ait@ éd- 15. jyovmevos] We may perhaps 
Oévres] These may be naturally iden- accept Huet’s suggestion ‘scribas 
tified with the xowds rod mAnpwmaros  dinryovuevos.’ 
kaprds and the 70 Adyo projected by 19. xrlce] Heracleon probably 
him and Sophia: and,inthe account refers to the second interpretation 
given by Irenaeus, with the Soterand _ given in Frag. 20, which is no doubt 
his angels. Cf, also Zac. ex Theod. founded on Rom. i, 25, 


Jo. i. 3. 


Jo. iv. 23. 


Le. xix.10. 


Cf. Ez. 


xxxiv. 16. 


Cf. Le. xv. 


4, 11. 
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KTICTH, Os éoTs Xploros, el ye Tldnta Al ayTto¥ €feéNeTo, 20 
Kal y@pic aytoy E€réNneTo OYAEN. 


23. Ibid. xiii. 20 (R. 1v. 229; L. 1. 38). 


Kal rap 6 mlaTHp ToloyToYC ZHTEl TOYC TIPOCKYNOYNTAC AYTON’ 
ef zHTel 6 TATHP, Sua TOD viod zHTEI, TOD éAnAvOoTos ZHTACAI 
Kai cOcal TO &TOAWAC, oboTwWas KaOaipov Kal maidevaY TO 
Xo \ lal id / 66 ng aN (a) \ 

dy@ Kab Tos byséor Sdypact, KatacKevater adnlwous Tpoc- 
cuvntas. “Amodardévas €é dnow 6 ‘Hpaxdéwv év 7H Ba-5 

i ¢ a t \ ? . A \ Oa 
Oela UAn THs TAdYNS TO OiKEtoy TH TaTpl, oTeEP 

a c ¢ an ? / a“ 
zuteital {va 6 TATHp vrd TOY OLKEL@Y TIPOCKYNATAI. 
SN ser \ ook a / a , 1 
€L eV OUY EWPA TOV TEPL TNS at@ndelas TOV TpoBaTwv Aoyor, 
xa) Tod GromecdvTos TOY TOD TaTpos viod, Kay amedeEdpeOa 
avrod tiv Suyynow. érel dé puOorrovoby Tes of amo THS yva- 10 
uns adtod ovx old 6 Tb mote Tpavas mapiotaot mept THS 
Grorodvias mvevpaTtiKns Pvcews, ovdev capes Sidd- 
A fal \ Lal > > a 
oKovres Npas Tepl TOV TPOTHS AT@NELAS AUTNS xX povev 
) aidver' ovdé yap tpavodv duvayTat éauTav Tov Noyov. Sua 
2 an 
rodtTo avTovs éxovTes Trapatreprypouea, ToTOUTOY érraTropn- 15 


oayrTes. 
4 ddnOuwors] adnOovs Tods. 9 viod] vio. Cod. Bodleianus habet in 
margine rdxa viod, sed in txt. habet vidv. 


must refer to the same, the tertiary 
predicate (contained in dd#. rods 
mpook.) would be very awkward. 

drohwhévar] There is of course 


20. Xpiords] In the Excerpta ex 
Theod. § 45, the section describing 
the creative work of the Soter, els 
ovolay yay abrd re kal [ra] ris 5. 


deurépas Siabérews, is similarly closed 
with the words rdvra &’ avrod k.T-). 

23. 4. &dnOwods] This correction in 
Cod. Venetus restores the grammar 
of the sentence; otorwas Kadalpwy 
can of course be separated off as a 
complete relative sentence, but as ovo- 
twas, Td drodwdds, and mpookuyyTas 


no necessary reference here to a 
commentary of Heracleon’s on 8. 
Luke, though we know from Clement 
that he commented on some part of 
it (see Frag. 50; Clem. Al. Strom. iv. 
9. 73). Here however he only ap- 
pears to have explained Luke xix. 10 
in illustration of S. John’s words, 


THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 81 


24, Ibid. xiii. 25 (R. Iv. 234; L. 1. 43). 


Kis pévrow ye 76 Tnefma 6 edc 6 “Hpakréov dnoiv Io. iv. 24, 
"A \ \ @ \ \ vA ¢ / if 
Xpavros yap Kat Kalapa Kal addpatos 4 Oeia dv- 
’ S NY 2) IN! € lal a 2) \ 
ov olda 5é €f édidakev nuds, Tadta éreuTron, 
TO O€ TOYC TIPOCKYNOYNTAC EN TINEY- 
5 MATI KAI AAHOEIQ AE TIPOCKYNEIN cadnvite vowitor, dyalv 
"AEl@s Tod mpocKvvoupévov TvevpaTLKaS Ov capKi- 


OLS avTood. 
TOS 0 OEOC TINEYMA €oTE. 


AL, \ \ 5) \ A mais , ” A \ 
KOS’ Kal Yap GVTOLTHS avTHS PYoEews dvTES TO TaTpl 
TINEYMA eloly, olTLves KATA adXHOELAVY Kal Ov KaTa 

/ n \ AEs > / / 
TNAVHY THOTKUVODGL, Ka0a Kal 6 GTOGTOXNOS SLbacKeEL 
/ \ t % / / 
IlohEy@y AOPIKHN AATPEIAN THY TOLaUTHY BeocéPBeLav. 
by / \ > \ / >? ‘ 4 \ ¢ / A 
emiaTno@pev O€ eb pur) oPddpa eat daeBes pooucious TH 
iy 5. 
dyevvijte pice Kal Tappaxapia Aéyewv eivac Tos TpocKr- 
/ fal 
voovtas év Tvevpate TH Oe@, ods mpd Bpayéos eimev adtds 
¢ lal 
6 “Hpakdéov éxremtwxotas, tiv Lapapeitiuv réyov 
GX’ 
5) Car € A , / A Te / 
ovx opdow [ol TavtTa RéyovTes,] bTe [wav TO opoovc.or] 


15 WVEVMATLKHS PiTEws OvTaY exTETOPVEVKEVAL. 


n Dee i / > ING \ fa) ¢ 
kal Tov avtav Sextsxdv. ei dé éd€EaTo TO TopvEedaaL 1 TveEv- 
\ / ig / > Pale / Sak Nish 
patikn pivots, omoovotos ovaa [TO ayevyynte|], avooia Kal aOea 
NS: n° nea , a ’ ’ Nea \ n, IO\ 
Kal aceBH aKodovbet TO Koyo TO KaT avTOvs Tepl Oeod' ovdé 


20 pavtaciwOnvas axivdvvoey éotw adrNdoLS- 


2 7) Kal. 11 dpoovetovs] duootcrov. 16 of rafra Aéyovres] om. 
lac. 13 circa litterarum relicta: Codex Bodleianus in margine ol raira dé 
yovTes. mév Td dmoovovov] ravres, post hoc verbum relinquitur lacuna (12 
cirea litt.) in Codice. Cod. Bodl. in margine icws r&v évaytlww. 18 pvous] 
T® ayevv»T@] om. lacuna (12 litt.) relicta: Cod. Bodl. in mar- 
20 dddjrols] GAAAAovs. 


pooes. 
° ae , 
gine Tw ayevyv7Tw. 


24,2. % Oela] There being no 
article in his exemplar the scribe of 
Cod. Venetus removed the difficulty 
by altering the last cat into 7. 

10. oyixhv Narpelav] Correspond- 
ing to their nature. Cf. cal yap avrot 
Tis adTis picews dSvres, and Frag. 45 
Thy Tov aylwy oyiKay ovclay. 

16. of ratra \éyovres] Some such 


nominative is required and the mar- 
ginal conjecture in Cod. Bodleianus 
fulfils the required conditions. 

mav 7d dpoovcrovy] On this con- 
jecture see Additional Note C. 

18. 7@ dyevviTw] A conjecture pro- 
bably derived from Ferrarius, which 
admirably suits the requirements of 
the passage. 


Jo. iv. 26. 


Jo. iv. 27. 
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95. Ibid, xiii. 27 (R, rv. 237; L. 1 49). 


"Opa 8€& Kali tov ‘Hpackcava tt dno" nays yap OTe 
enemas ” anennmte TOV Xproray, Kal éwémetoTo 
wept avtod bTe Ta TavTa povos EKEtVOS émiotTatat. 


26. Ibid. xiii. 28 (R. rv. 238; L. 1. 51). 


Kal o “Hpaxdéo Sé fart mpos TO Era eimi, 6 AAA@N CO! 
ére Kimrep émémecoto 7 Lapmapettis mept Tod Xptorod, 
es dpa erXOov Tavta dmayyened aur, dnoi Tivecke 

bre éxelvos Ov mpoadonas, ois elute 6 NANG Got Kat 
bre Guoroynoev éauTov Tov TpocdoK@pevov EXHAV- 
Gévat, HAGoN, dngiv, ol MA@HTAl Tpdc ayTON, Se ods 
éAnAVOEL Els THY rag aie is mos S€ dua Tovs pabytas 
ermrvoer eis THv Sapudperav, oitwes Kal wpdtepov avT@ 


CUYHTAaV ; 


1 co] post co relinquitur lacuna (4 vel 5 litt.). 


27. Ibid. xiii. 30 (R. rv. 241; L. 1. 56). 


“O é icone ey THN Taplow tiv Sextexnv Cons v1ro0- 
AapBdaver elvar SidOeccy cal évvoray Kal THS Suvapeas 
THS Tapa TOU 2 wT POS, Hytiva KaTadelTovea, pact, 
Tap avtT@, Tovtéctiv éxovca Tapa TO ora TO 
TovovToy aKedos, év & édMAVOEL RaBeEtv TO Cody dap, 


4 rapa] repl. 


25. 2. 7 éxxAnola] i.e. of rvevmarixol. 
Cf. Excerpta ex Theod. § 41. 

27. 2. xai] The xat before 7s 
dvvauews is probably right. The 
ddpla is the didGeors and &voa which 
is Sexrexh THs (was Kal THs durduews. 
Hilgenfeld’s omission of the xai, 
which makes duvduews dependent on 
évvoa, gives an unnatural meaning 


to the latter word. It must mean 
thought, conception, or the like, not 
power of thinking or conceiving the 
Stvayus. Below (1. 13) Ferrarius re- 
fuses to take ra gvvoay trys Sura 
news together. Probably we should 
there read, as here, cat @yvouwy Kat 
THs Surdwews. 
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uméotpewer eis Tov Kédc pov evayyertlouévn TH KAN- 
cetTnv Xptotod rapovciay. 81d yap Tod TVEV MATOS 
kat UTO TOO TrvEevpaToOs TpocdyeTat 7% ux) TO Lo- 
THpt. Katavonoov 8, et Stvatas erawoupévn Tuyyavew 1 
vopia attn Twavtn ddiepévn’ *Adfixe yap, onal, THN YApiaN 
ayTAic H PyYNF’ ov yap mpdcKertat StL ddfiKeN auTHY Tapa TO 
Lerips. mas Sé xa ove dridavov nxatarelroveay avTiny 
THv Sextixny tTHS Cans Saber, Kat THY €vvotav THS 
Suvapews THs Tapa Tod LorHpos, cal TO ocKedos év 
@ €AnrAVOE AaBetv ro Cdv bdap, arernrvbévar eis Tov 
Kocpov xwpls ToiTwv, evayyedicac bat TH KAHTEL THY 
Xptctod wapovciav; mas 88 Kab 7% TVEULATLKN peTa 
TogovTous Adyous ov TéreicTar cadds Tept ToD Xpicrod, 
ada gyot Mii ti oftéc éctin 6 Xpictdc; Ka) 7d °EZAAGON 
dé ék TAc MéAewe Supyjoato avtl tod "Ex THS Tpotépas 
avUTOY avactpodys, odons KogmiKns* Kal pyovto 
Sta THs Twictews, dyol, Tpds Tov L@ripa. Rexréov 
d€ mpos avrév' mas péver Trap’ adtois tas AXo HMEpac ; ov 
yap TernpnKev 0 TpoTrapebéueba ryeis Tept TOU év TH TodeEL 
avrov dvayeypadOat MeMeNHKENAI TAs AYO HMépac. 


{10 


20 


iS) 
on 


19 uy Tt ovrés] wy ToLofTos. 
25 dvaryeypég0a] Cod. Bodleianus in margine Taxa Nelrret wh. 


28. Ibid. xiii. 32 (R. Iv. 242; L. 11. 60). 


‘O 8 ‘Hparréwv dyoiv ott "EBovrovto Kowvevery 
aut@ €E dv dyopacartes aro Tis Lapapelas Kexopi- 
6. Kdjots] Ci. Excerpta ex Theod. 
§ 58, 7d KAnrév...75 éx THs oixovo- 
Bias 70 Yuxixor and the words zpoc- 
dyera 4 Yvx%4 Which occurs in this 
passage (1. 8). The woman herself 
Was a representation of the éxoy7. 
21. xoopixjs] Cf. Frag. 17 (the 


24. A negative is obviously ne- 
cessary: cf. Orig. Comm. in Joann. 
xiii. 29. We can either place pu 
before dvayeypdg¢a with the margin 
of the Bodleian, or before év 79 wéXeu. 

28.1. The general sense of the frag- 
ment is recoverable, but it is hope- 
The third sentence 


account of the woman’s former life), 
Koopuxh yap qv, and Frag. 20, where 
the xécuos is the kingdom of the éd- 
Boros. Heracleon seems also to have 
used the word as almost equivalent 
to ‘humanity,’ see Frag. 8. 


lessly corrupt. 
may possibly have run més 6é, ofuar, 
oi wabnral 7a abra Exew éyovras. 
And in line 8 it would be natural to 
alter zorod into é\alov, for we can 
hardly justify it on the strength of 


6—2 


Jo. iv. 28. 


Jo. iv. 29, 
30. 


Cf. Matt. 
Exy. 1. 


Jo. iv. 32. 


Jo. iv. 33. 


TOnayanede 


Jo. iv. 34, 
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cecav. trade dnalv va twa*** ai wévte pwpat traplévor 
*#* Gard ToD vumdlov. mas 8 oipar* * * Ta avra eye * ** 
Néyovta** rais arrokdevaOeicass pwpais mapbévois, a&vov 5 
iSetv katnyoplay mepiexovta Tév pabnrav Tobs avTots Kolbw- 
pévov tals popais mapbévors. éore 88 Kal avTo avdpotov TOU 
gwrds mpos Tpopyy, Kal Tod roTod mpods Ta Bpdpara. * *** 
** cavras aitvdcacbar Thy éxdoynv, Kalmep Kata TL Suva- 
pevov cabn Toujcas TOV ACYyov éxphy avtov Sua TWAELoveD 10 


/ 7 \ > f >) / 
mapapv0ncad lat, KatacKeudtovta THY idiay éxdoxnv. 


3 post rw lacuna (6 circa litt.). post trap0évor lacuna (45). 4 post 
otuat lacuna (8). post éxew lacuna, (6). 5 post \éyovrat lacuna, (10). 
8 post Bpwuara lacuna (19). 9 Kalsep] «elrep. card] ins. intra lineas. 


29. Ibid. xiii. 34 (R. tv. 245; L, 1. 65). 


"Erdy Bpdcin €xw carein, HN YMEIC OYK OIAATE.... eee ovoev 
8é eis tiv AEE eizrev 6 ‘Hpaxdéov. 


30. Ibid. xiii. 35 (R. tv. 245; L. 1. 65). 


"E\eron OYN Of MAOHTAI TIPOC AAAHAOYC Mi Tic HNeEfKEN aYT@ 
a 5) We a ¢€ i a s C 

arein; ef Kal capKixds drodapBdver tadta héyerOar o 
‘H / ¢ \ a lal ¢ y” / 5 

pakréov vd TOY pabnTOv, ws ETL TATELVOTEPOY OLa- 
vooupévov Kal THY Lawapettev [LL OoUMevVOV ACYOVTAY 

” ” 2 \ L > t » ¢ A 
Oyte dntAHMa éyelc, Kal TO péap éct) Baby’ a&tov nmas 5 
? a / e / / \ te x 
iSetv, yn Tore BXérovrés TL OevdTepoy of pabynTat Pact Tpos 
addjrous Mu Tic HNErKEN aYT@ CareiN; Taya yap UTevoouv 
ayyedunny twa Siva evnvoxevar avT@ paryéiv. 


31. Ibid. xiii. 38 (R. tv. 248; L. 11. 70). 


‘O 88 ‘Hpakdéav Sia Tob Emon Bpddmd EctIN ina TIOIHc@ TO 
OéAHMa TOY TemMyantéc Me Hyol SenyetaOas Tov YworTHpa 
rots pabnrais, OTe TODTO O cuvetyTreL beETA THS YUVAL- 
aérns A0xvos, and to fill up part of small patches in large rents are la- 


the gaps by reading xarnyopycayras, our wasted. 
and in 1, 9 xalrou ye for xalrep. But 


5 


10 


15 
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Kos, Bpdma tdsov Aéywv TO GEAHMA TOD TaTpos’ TOUTO 
yap avtov Tpopn Kal dvatavots Kal Svvapes Hy. 0€- 
AHMA O€ TaTpos edeyev civat TO yvavar avOperous TOV 
TaTépa, Kal cwOHvaL, TEP HY épyov TOD LwTHpos Tod 
EVEKA TOUTOU ATETTAAMEVOU ELS Yapapelav, TOUTETTLY 
3 \ a A > ’ \ CF / mm n \ 
€us TOV KocpoV. Bpama ovv auto é£eihnde Tod Inaod Kat 
THY mEeTa THS Lapapeitioos cventnow, orrep vopitw cadds 
TavtTt To opacbat Kal Tareas éEernhOar Kal BeBracpéevas. 
Tos d€ TROD? TOD Lw@rTH pos TO GEAHMA TOD TraTpos, Tapas ov 
TapéoTnoey’ TOS S€ Kal GvaTaVaLS TO OEAHMA TOD TaTpOS ; 
ig \ ¢€ , ,’ n (3 2 7 \ nan n 
Neyer yap o Kuvpios addayod, ws ov tavTos Tod TaTpLKod 
OeXnpatos avatavaews avtod dvtos, Tlatep, ei AYNaTON, 
' ‘ , poe a J .. ‘ > (dhe 3 \ , > \ ' 
TIAPEAVAT@ TO TIOTHPION ATT EMOY TIAFN OY TI €f@ BEA, AAAX TI 
t / \ \ ¢ iP na A \ , an 
cy. mo0ev dé Kati Ste SVvapts TOD YwTHpos TO O€AHMA TOD 
Oeod ; 
9 avro] atrov. Cod. Bodl. in margine rdya aro. 
in margine rdxa 70 Kal wapéAKe. 


kat] Cod. Bodl. 


10 rhs] rhv. 17 a] ool. 


32. Ibid. xi. 41. (R. Iv. 251; L. 1. 79). 


Kai 6 ‘Hpaxréov pévtovye opoiws tots modXois él THs 
a yy \ 7 > \ > Ul \ nr ds 
AeEews Epuewve, 7) oldpevos avTnv avayecOa. pnoi yoov btu 


\ an / la \ © / \ a 
Tov Tov yevynpmatov rAévyEL Oeprapov, OS TOUTOU meV ETL 
te Y4 n an re 
Simpiav Eyovtos TeTPaUNVOY, TOD Sé Oepta mod, ov avTos 
+ 8 2 an fa \ \ fa} \ oe ? io. ad 
éXeyev, NON EvEeTTOTOS Kal TOV OEepta mov Oé OVK O10 brrwsS 
lel lal t a / 
él THS Wuxns eEeinpe TOV TiaTEvOVTwD, Aéyov STL 
” ’ a Lo 1 ee \ \ A) 
H$y adxpaior cat Erowpol eiot tpos Oeptapov Kal ére- 


3 dv] TO. yevenudrov | yevnudror. 


31.6. 17d yeva «.7.d.] Cp. Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 36. As the didpAwors of 


Origen complains first of the inter- 
pretation of 7d 0é\nua as Bpoua Kat 


the Hebdomad was effected by im- 
parting to the Demiurge the know- 
ledge of the Father, so it is natural 
that the didpAwors rev évOade should 
be accomplished by analogous means. 

9. avrd] The marginal sugges- 
tion of the Bodleian seems on the 
whole to be the best reading; it 
restores consistency to the passage. 


Thv...cugyrnow, then as tpod7, then 
as dvdmravors, and lastly as ddvauus. 

15. mdrep] The omission of ov 
and éo7rl is found in other authorities, 
especially among the Valentinians. 
But this position of dm’ éuod is not 
found elsewhere, nor is the rf sup- 
ported by other authority. See Tis- 
chendorf in loc. 


Jo. iv. 35. 


Jo. iv. 37, 
38. 


Mt. ix. 37. 
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THSevot pos TO cvvaNOAvat eis aTOOnKHY, TOVTETTL 
Ul 
Sud wlotews eis dvatavawy, boat ye ETOLMoL, OV yap 
n ‘4 1 XN. \ vy va a \ € Ni y 
waoat' al wev yap Hon EToLmor Hoay, pyar, at dé Ewer 
Nov, ai Se wérANOvG LY, ai SE EmtaTEtpovTal HON. TavTa 
bev odv exeivos elmev. mas S€ of wabntal Emaipontec ToyC 
6bOarmoyc Suvavrar Brérrew Tas Wuyds Sn érutndelovs ov- 
cas mpos TO, ws oleTat, eis amMoOnKHY elaayOnvas, ovK 
oida ef Sivatat wapacthiaa Kal ete ye TAS eT) TOY WuXeV 
adnOés 76 *ANAOC 6 CTTEIPAN, KAl AAAOC 6 BEPIZON Kat “ATrEcTEIAd 
c a ' cy > c N U \ \ / for 
YMAC QEPIZEIN O OYY YMEIC KEKOTIIAKATE ; TWA dé tTpomov TO ‘AAAO! 
KEKOTTIAKACI KAI YMEIC EIC TON KOTTON AYTO@N ElceAHAYOaTE SuvaTov 
> / > \ lal an 
éote Tapadé—Eac ban eri THs Wuyys ; 


16 6 Beplfwv] Bepifwv. 


33. Ibid. xiii. 44 (R. 1v. 255; L. m. 85). 


\ 
Kal ag ye 6 ‘Hpaxdéav, Taya 8& TovT@ KaTa THY 
eeeeae Tavrqy cuprrepupepomevos Tus Kal eKxKANoLacTLKos, 
OTL To Kata To O @epicMoc TIOAYC, ol Aé ayia! OAIrol 
TH WaLvower@ Opmolws TAaVTA ciparay, T@ ETOLMovS TPOS 
Oeptopov Kat émuTndetous mpos TO A8n svvaxOnvat 
els tHv droOnkny Sid THs TloTews els avadTavoL 
> \ 
elvat, Kal émiTndelous pos ToTNplLav Kal TapadoxnY 
lal / \ N \ € la sh x \ 
Tov N6you: Kata pev TOV “Hpakdéwva Sia THY KaTATKEVHY 
&] a \ \ / le \ \ \ > \ , 
avTov Kal THY pvouv KATO O€ TOV Be oie aa ova Twa 
EUTPETTLT LOY TOU Hy eHOrINED, eroiloy mpos TEdElwow, va Kat 
Oepic 09. ex Téov ovv ™pos Tovs oUT@S endeFapevous, et Bov- 
Aovtas TapadéEac Oar jun Tore yeyovevat mpo 7 TOU Zarfipos 
npov emidnutas Ocpicpov Tapamdjovov TO ovTwS av ENTI- 
cbévrs ard Tav Ypdvav TOD evayyehLKod KNPUYUATOS ; 


32. 10. ai 52] The repetition of at dé 33.5. émirndelous] Cf. Excerpta ex 
offended the ear of the scribe of Cod. Theodoto, § 46, Kal rots cbuacr Kara 
Venetus, so that he substituted cal tow émurndetornra éverroincer, which 
ai pev for the second ai dé. But the also illustrates did THY KaTAoKEUnY... 
reading of his exemplar is right. Kal ray pow. 


or 
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34. Ibid. xi. 46 (R. tv. 256; L. 1. 87). 


¢ € lal 
O 6é ‘Hpakréwy 1d “O Gepizwn mMICcOON AamBAnel elpiobar 
, , 
vouiger, Kaet Oeptotny éautov rAéveL, hynolv, 6 Lwornp, 
\ \ N a) / ¢ lod ¢ U b \ 
Kat Tov piaOov Tod Kuptov nudv vrorapBaves eivar THY 
Tov OeptCopévwy cwtynplav Kai aToKkaTdoTacly TO 
> a \ 
5 avaTaverOat avtov em avTois’ TO Oé Kal CYNATEl KAPTION 


ed \ ph \ 25 eee A / 
EIC ZWHN AIONION hyouv etpnabas, n OTL TO TUVAYOMEVOY 


\ Les > fe b] \ Wea th AN > \ \ rdpend 
Kapmos Cwns aiwviou éoTiv, ) OTL Kal aUTO Con alo- 


ytos. GAA avToVev vomitw Biaov civat THY SinynoLW avToODd, 

facKovTos Tov LwTHpa MICOON AAMBANEIN, KAL TUYYéoVTOS TOV 
IO MICOON Kab TIVY CYNAT@PHN TOY KapTIOf Eis Ev, avTLKPUS THS 

ypadns Svo mpayyaTa TapioTaons, os Tpodinynoapcba. 


2 voulfer] voutgew. 


35. 


7 7 ort] ov. 


Ibid. xiii. 48 (R. 1v. 260; L. 1. 95). 


€ c ' c n ' \ c 
‘O 8é ‘Hpakréwy 76 “Ina 6 crEIpON OMOY YAIPH Kal O Oepi- 
o 1 Ps , \ \ \ G , 
ZWN oUTw SinynoaTo’ Xaipes méev yap, pyc, 6 oreipav 
OTL oTret pel, Kal OTL HON TLVA TOV OTEPMaTwY avTOD 


t > / 4 x ? \ \ \ fe 
cuvayetal, édhrida éExwv THY avTnY Kal TEpt TOV 


~srXouTa@v’ oO Oé Gepifwy dpolws TL Kal Oepices, 


arr 6 


\ n v , ¢ , / 
fev mpatos ipEato ometpwv, 6 SevTEepos Oepifwr. 

b) \ > a > fal > , > te oy - 
ov yap é€v T® avT@ edvvavTo audoTepot Ap—EacOar 
é5er yap TpaTov omapHvat, cl0 vaTEepov YepioOnva.. 
TAVTAMEVOV MEVTOLYE TOU OTELPOVTOS OTELpELY, ETL 


34.7. Delarue’s emendation 7 671 
is by no means ‘ absque causa’ (see 
Lommatzsch). Whence Huet derived 
6 I do not know. It is the reading 
of no ms. and suits neither grammar 
nor sense. We must assume that a 
corruption of oT! to ON led to the 
omission of the 7. 

35.3. 76n] Cod. Venetus has altered 
H5n to eldn, but the original reading 
is preferable. Different kinds or 
classes of seeds are not insisted upon, 
nor do they, so far as we know, form 


part of the Heracleonic doctrine. 
The sowing of this vids avOparov, 
whoever he was, must refer to the 
sowing by a higher power of the 
pneumatic seeds in the creatures of 
the Demiurge, and the rvevyarixol are 
not divided into different classes, so 
far as is known. The 767 is also 
forcible. He rejoices in that he is 
already gathering in the earnest of 
the rest. For a similar confusion 
of and e in Cod. Venetus, cf. Frag. 
20, ws Wder muorjy for ws ndn mioTH. 


Jo. iv. 36. 


Jo. iy. 36. 


Jo. iv. 37. 


Jo. iy. 36. 
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Gepret 6 Oepitav. ért pévtor TOD TApOVvTos GLPOTEpoL to 
7d t8vov Epyov évepyoovtes opod yaipoval, Kowny 
yapayv THY TOV CTEPMATOV TEMELOTHTA Hy ov pEevol. 
Zrt 8& wal eis Té°EN ToYT@ éctiIn 6 Adroc ZRHGINOC, OTI AAAOC 
éctin 6 crreipewn, Kai ZdAoc 6 Bepizan pyoiy “O pev yap UmTep 
Tov ToTov vies avOpdmov omeiper 6 b€ ZwoTHp Ov Kal 15 


> % er > s sf 4 4 s 
avros vids avOpwnov OGepiler, nai Oeptatas TEMTEL 


% 8 loa a / > f og 
rovs 61a TOV pabyTGY voovpévovs AYYEAOUS, EKATTOV 
cal . , a 
ert tay Eavtod wuyny’ ov Tavu Ge cabas €&éBeTo Tous 
- € 
Sto viois tod avOpurou, Tives ciaiv, dy 6 els cmreipel Kal o els 


Gepizel. 


10 éxi] ered. 


“15 viés] viov. 


36. Ibid. xiii. 49 (R. 1v. 263; L. 1. 99). 


Ei 82 Gyo ayryedot eiowy oi Tas hovmrads pepioas Tapa THY 
> % f ee lad lal r r 
cxnentiy eihnyores Kal eri Tis SuaaTopas TAY puxev TETA- 
ypévor, ovbev Eat aTOTTOY TON cTIeipONTA OMOY YAIPEIN KAl TON 
Bepizonta peta Tov Oepicpov. 6 © ‘Hpakréov pyoiv ore 
Ot 8¢ abtay, 0088 an avtay éomapy TabTa Ta OTEp- 
2 


pata, ona be Tav dTroctéAa@V, of 6€ KEKOTIIAKOTEC 


5 ob ¢ abrGy of 88 atrav. 


15,16. AsOrigensays,thetwo ‘sons 
of man’ are not clearly explained. 
Probably they answer to thetwo beings 
whose temporary union in Jesus of 
Nazareth Irenaeus criticises so strong- 
ly. The ‘Son of man’ who is ixép 
roy téorov tay be identified with 
Sophia’s husband: or the two ‘sons’ 
may be the Christ whose flight So- 
phia mourned, and the Jesus whom 
the Christ entreated the Father to 
send to her, duphaca Ta TaDy abris, 
and who became her ctfvyos. The 
last will suit best the interpreta- 
tion of 6 & alam kal of civ aig 
bares (Frag. 22). But the data 
are insufficient, and such identifica- 


tion must be pure conjecture. For 
romos ck, Frag. 40. It must be the 
romos pecbratos or éBdouds which is 
described by Hippolytus as iroxdrw 
ris Sysodéos where Sophia and her 
cbtvyos dwell. For the sowing com- 
pare Hippolytus Refut. vi. 34. 

17,18. Exacrov éxitay éEavrot py] 
CL. Excerpta ex Theod. § 64, 7a xvev- 
parica,..copskopeva Kal aira Tos vup- 
dlovs robs dyyéhous éavraw els Tov 
vuppiva. évrés Tod Spov elclasw. wx 
is here probably used in its wider 
sense. See also Irenaeus 1 vii 1, 
vippas dxobobhcecOa Tois wepl Tov 
Luripa ayyéhas. 


10 


15 
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> \ € a > / by Py > ® € oy 
elaly of THS olKoVvomlas ayyenol, OL BY WS MECITAN 
éomapyn Kal aveTpagn. 

> an >? , lal > Wo, 5 > ay c , \ / 
AYT@N EICEAHAYOATE TavTa é&EMeTo' OU yap Oo autos KoTOS 
omespovtav Kat OepilovTwy’ of méev yap év Kpver Kal 
Udate Kal KOT@ THY YRY TKaTTOVTES OTELpOVGL, Kal 
de bdov yeLwavos THMENODTL GKAGNNOVTES Kal TAS 

ov > t See! CX we oy \ > 1 
UrasS exANEyovTeEs of O€ Els ETOLMOV KapPT OV ciTENOOVTES 
Oépous evpparvopevot Oepifovarn. 
/ ¢€ ’ ¢€ a > / n >? / \ XR ¢€ \ 
vovTs Tabde Ud Hudy Eeipnuéva TO EvTVYYavOVTL Kal TA UTO 


éeotar b& cuyKpi- 


Cv, 3 is ¢ a ¢ v4 al / > lal 
tod ‘Hpaxréwvos, opadv droia trav Sunynoewy érutetedy Oar 
dvvatau. 
7 of] 6. 


9 Koos] okomos. 


37. bid, xiii. 50 (R. Iv. 263; L. 1. 101). 


€ n a n 
O 6é “Hpaxréav 76 pév’Ek thc 1éAewc att Tov "EK tod 
, 2e / .. \ L \ \ ' rn . 
KOO MOU éEeiAnge TO O€ Ald TON AOFON TAC FYNAIKOC TOUT- 
/ \ na lal 
€oTts OLA THS TrevpmaTLKHS exkAnoias. Kal émionpai- 
VeTal YE TO TIOAAD! WS TONADY GvT@Y WuyYLKa@Y THY Oé 


play reyes THY APOapTov THS ExrAOYHS PUcLY, Kal wovo- 


e409, Kal EVEKNY. 
Se \ a 
HV, TPOS TAUTA. 


1 70] rots. 


36. 7. of ris olkovoplas dyyedor] 
Compare the 70 \éya projected by 
Sophia and her cv¢vyos. 

7,8. 60 dy ws pectray éordpy| There 
is a very close parallel to this in 
Excerpta ex Theod. § 53, éoxev...imd 
THs coplas évorrapev TO orépua TO TvEv- 
parikoy els Thy Wuxiv, Siarayels, py- 
al, du dyyédwy év xexpl werlrov...60 dy- 
yuv oly Twv dppevwv Ta oméppara 
wmnperetrar Ta els yéveow mpoBdnévra. 
For dvarayels Heinrici proposes dia- 
tayev (Die Val. Gn. p. 118), but we 
may regard it as a quotation. 

9. x«édmos] The description which 
follows is of the method, not the aim 
of the work: cxo7ds therefore would 
not give the required sense. 


12. rnuedodor] The reading of 


14 a t ¢ er 
éxtnmev O€ ev Tois dvwTEPw, WS OioV TE 


6 ofdy Te] ovovrat. 


Cod. Monacensis rn wédovew may ac- 
count for Huet’s ry péAdovor (ad 
marg. Tnuedobcr) which Delarue, fol- 
lowing his general custom, attributes 
to Codex Regius. 

37. 2. é&eihnde] The following 
double constructions are found with 
éxNapBavew: (1) accusative followed 
by émi with the genitive, rov Pepiouov 
em ris Puxfs ekeldnpe Tur mirTevdyTwy 
(Fr. 32), (2) aecusative followed by 
avtt rov or Tovrésrs as in this frag- 
ment, (3) accusative or quoted nomi- 
native followed by accusative, éé&el- 
Anhe mdvTa Tov Kdopov K.T.r. (Fr. 1), 
cf. also Fr. 47. 

4, moddol] Cf. Excerpta ex Theod. 
§ 56, od moddol dé of WuxtKol, ordviot 
6é of mvevmarixol. 


Cf. Gal. iil. 
19 


ba \ (ae nid > \ / . 
els 5€ TO “YMEIC €IC TON KOTION Jo, iy. 38. 


Jo. iv. 39. 


Jo. iv. 40. 


Mt. xxviii. 
20. 


Eph. ii. 7. 


Gal. ii. 20. 


90 THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 


38. Ibid. xiii. 51 (R. rv. 265; L. 1. 108). 


/ > 
‘O 8 ‘Hpaxdéwv eis tods Torovs Tatra pyow, Tap 
n nr wv 
aytoic €werve Kal ovK ev avTots’ Kat AYO HMEPAC, TOL 
lal Ul 
tov éveotta aldva, Kal Tov wérAXrOVTA TOV EV Ya", 
rn an \ \ ‘ 
i) Tov Tpd TOO TAaDOVS avToD Xpdvoy, Kal TOV “ETA TO 
S n ‘ 
wados, bv map avTois TOLnaas, TOAND mrelovas dtas 
rn LS / / > / > 7. > if 0 
tod idlov Adyou émvaTtpéWas els TlaTLY, EXwWPLOON 
Lal fal n / 
an avtav. extéov S& mpds THY Soxodcav avTovd mapaTn- 
pnow, 6tu Tap aytoic Kal ovK ev avTots yéypamTat, ore 
é an > > a > \ / “f \ > ‘ an € an > U 
fLOLOV TM TAP AYTOIC EOTL TO AOY, EF MED YMON EIMI TIACAC 
\ < U F > \ 4 > con > 4 \ / \ Yj 
rac Himépac’ ov ydp edmev Ev dyiv eis. ere de Neyor Tas Ayo 


- 


c ' wv n \ IA | \ \ pA 
HMEpAC TOL TOUTOV TOV ALMVa ELVaL Kal TOV péeXNOVTA, 
i) Tov mpd Tod WaOovs Kal Tov pETa TH TAOOS, oUTE TOUS - 
eTTepyOMENOYC AINAC peTa TOV phéehoVTA VEvOnKeV, TEpl OV 
€ a > D a a n 
dynow 6 amoctoNos “INA ENAEIZHTAI EN TOIC al@cl TOIC ETTEpYo- 
ménoic’ olTe Opa OTe ov povov IIpod Tov maQbous kat Meta 
76 wd0o0s aivects Tos épyopévous mpos avdTov O "Inoods, 
I. AA \ \ n / > \ \ n 
arka KaL [ETH TOUTO oe yopilerat. del yap peTa TOV 
pabnrav éott, pndeTomote KatahelTrov avrovs, dare Kal 
Léyewv avrovs Zé dé OYKETI Erdd, ZH AE EN Emol XpicTdc. 


5 bv] 6. 12 rév pera 7d wdOos] om, Tov. 13 wéddovra] “dor. 
17 adda] om. ov] om. 
38. 15, 16. Kal perd 76 mdOos] det perd Trav palnrav éorly. The 


The ddd\d, which is absent from 
both Cod. Monacensis and Cod. Ve- 
netus, but has been independently 
inserted before these words by each 
of their descendants Regius and Bod- 
Ieianus, has been accepted by the 
editors, including Hilgenfeld, But 
though after od psvoy an adda is re- 
quired, this is not the right place 
for it. Heracleon has admitted that 
Christ is with them po Tov madous 
and perd rd mdQos also, but has not 
geen that even after this there has 
been no xwpiopos, for (Origen says) 


d\\a must therefore be inserted be- 
fore kal pera rovro. Hilgenfeld’s 
insertion of o¥ before xwpltera is 
of course necessary, unless indeed 
we can regard the words pera rovro 
xwpltera as a continuation of the 
quotation of Heracleon’s words, and 
so negatived by the od pévov, but the 
sentence would then be very awk- 
ward. This is not the only instance 
where a negative has probably drop- 
ped out, Cf. [wi] ev rp moder (I'rag. 
27). 


Io 
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39. Ibid. xiii. 52 (RB. 1v. 267; L. 1. 108). 


€ , ‘ ’ 
Hpakréwv Sé€ amdovotepoy éxraBav To Oykéti Ald THN 
\ ' , \ r \ I res \ \ 
CHN AdAIAN TrICTeYOMEN Pnot Ae€imreLy TO MoVHY’ ETL pev yap 
i a Og © 
mpos TO AyTol rap dKHKOAMEN, Kal OIAAMEN OTI OYTOC ECTIN O 
LotHp toy Kdcmoy Pyciv Oi yap dvOpwTot 76 pev TpaTOV 
¢ % ? , ¢ / fas fal an 
UT avOpwrav ddnyovpevor TLaTEvovcL TS LorHps, 
\ lal n 
érav 8 évtdxwor Tois NOYous avTOD, obTOL OVKETL 
\ 
81d povnyv advOporivny paptupiav, adra bv avthy THY 
’ / 
annGevav TWiaTEevovety. 


40. Ibid. xiii. 59 (R. v. 274; L. m1. 123). 


"Eovxe Sé BacihikONn 6 ‘Hpaxdréwv Aéyew Tov Anwtovp- 
\ > \ A) ? \ 3 / nn ¢ > a \ \ \ 
you, érel Kat avtos éBacineve THY UT avTov dia de 
A! lal 
TO peKpav avTod Kal mpdcKatpor eivat Thy BactnrEiar, 
\ \ ’ yr e \ / \ 
dyot, Bacidikoc dvouacOn, olovel pixpos TLS Bacidevs 
¢ A a Va J > \ a 
UmTo0 Ka0orXLKovD Bacihéws TETAYMEVOS ETL pLKpAas 
t e \ A \ eX 5) an a 
Bactrelas’ Tov dé EN Kamapnaoym vioyv avTov Ounyetrat 
Tov év TO VTOoBEBnKOTL mépeEL THS pETOTHTOS TS TPOS 
, Ua lal / an \ J, a 
Oaraccar, TOVTETTLTO TVINPMEVO TH UAH, Kal heyet OTL 
’ an fal 
‘O USc05 avtod advOpwros dabevay, TovTéETTLY OU KATA 
pio yor, év dyvola Kal Guaptnuacwy jv" cita TO 


4 gyol] dnoly rhv Bacirelav. 10 dyvola] ayrela. 


39.3. 87c obros] For the omission 
of d\nOGs see Tischendorf in loc. 

5. With the idea of human me- 
diation suggested here, cf. Exc. ex 
Theod. § 58, kal 5’ abrav kal ra 
TovTols OmoLovvTa. 

40. 4. nol] The error of Cod. 
Monac. in repeating tiv Baoirelay 
after gyol led to the omission of 
not in Cod. Regius, and conse- 
quently in the Editions. It is also 
independently omitted in Cod. Bod- 
leianus, for Cod. Venetus has re- 
tained it. 

5. xaOodxbs] Cf. Eacerpt. ex 
Theod. § 47, where 6 Zwrip is de- 
scribed as dnurovpyos KafoXxés.° 


7. peobrnros] The peoerys here 
is clearly the same as the rézmos [wead- 
tyros] of Hippolytus, Refut. vi. 32, 
called also éBdouds. In the lower 
part of this, which is most deeply 
involved in ty, here represented by 
Capernaum, the fécos vids lies. In 
connexion with Origen’s interpreta- 
tion of the Baci\kés as representing 
Abraham, it is interesting to notice 
Hippolytus, Refut. vi. 34, wpoéBare 
kal 6 Onusoupyds wWuxds* airy yap 
ovata Wuxav: otros éoTt Kar’ avTous 
*ABpadp Kal taira rod ’ABpadp ra 
réxva. Heracleon might have ac- 
cepted Origen’s interpretation of the 
Baovdixos and his son. 


Jo. iv. 42. 


Jo. iv. 54. 
Jo. iv. 47. 


Mt. x. 28. 


1 Cor. xv. 
53, 54. 


Cf. Is. xxv. 


8. 
Jo. iy. 48. 


Jo. iv. 49. 


Cf. Rom. 
vi. 21. 
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"Ek tfc ‘loyaaiac ic THN FadiAaian avtt Tob éx TIS avobev 
lovSalas. ovx ola 8é Bras eis TO "HmeAAEN ATIOONHCKEIN 
Kkwnbels oletas dvanpemed Gee Ta Coane TOV UTOTI- 
Oepévwv abavatov elvae si wna, els TO AUTO TUpL- 
Barrcc bas Crone aay Kal TO an Kal COMA ATIOAAYCOAI 
EN TEENNH. Kal ovK aOavaTov ye eivat nas THY pac 
6 ‘Apaxhtov, GNN ériTndelws ExovTav T™pos coTnplay, 
adr y Neyoou elvat TO NAYOMENON AHOaPCIAN 8apTON, 
Kal ABANACIAN ONHTON, éTav KATATIOOH 0 OANATOC avtTns 
€lC NIKOC. pos TOUTOLS Kai TO EAN MH CHMEIA Kal gue 
iAHTE OY MH TIICTEYCHTE Mayecene dno oikelas opus TO 
TovodTov mpdawmor, ov Epyov dio éxov Kal Sv at- 
cOncews welOecOat, Kal ovxt Noy@ TeaTEverr. TO 0€ 
KaTaBHel, TIPIN ATIOOANEIN TO TIAIAION MOY dud TO TEAOC elvat 
TOU yowou TON OANATON eiphobar vomiter, GVALPOVYTOS 
ova TOV IRIE mply TENEWS ov», ide davatwobOjnvat 


KaTa Tas apaptias, Settas 6 TatTnp ToD movouv Yo- 
20 vixos] vetkos. 


11, 12. ék ris dvwOev "Lovdalas] Tots Srukols, POaprh éore Kal dad)- 


It 


Cod. Monac. has the true reading 
rs, though all its descendants have 
erred. For the phrase, ef. Frag. 13, 
where the Puyixds Td70s, represented 
by ‘IepocdAvua., is said to be an eixav 
of ‘Iepovcadip, i.e. 7 avw ‘lepovoadju. 
See also Hipp. Refut. vi. 32, where 
the Ogdoad is called ‘Iepovcadnpm ém- 
oupdv tos. 

15, 16, The text.is the reading of 
Monac. and Ven. The Syrian read- 
ing has been adopted by the de- 
scendants. 

16 ff. Heracleon’s language with 
regard to the immortality of the soul 
vividly recalls Hipp. Refut. vi. 32, 
Ovnrh tis éorly h Wuxh, meoTHS TIS 
otca’ eae yap éBdouas Kal Kardmav- 
"Edy ody e£ouow0q Tots avw, 
77 6ybodd., dOdvaros éyévero Kal 7AOev 
els dySodda, ares onolv, 


\ : 
TH éorl, 


‘Lepovoadiy. émoupdvios, ey de éfo- 


powwOy 7H UNp, Touréore Tois waBeoe 


Rurae (Ms. gorae Kal daiddero). 
should be noticed that this is one 
of the passages where by the use 
of got and déye Hippolytus shews 
that he is quoting from a single 
document. Cf. also Hacerpt. ex 
Theod. 56, 7d 5é Wuxuxov, dvretou- 
ciov Ov émirndeornta exer mpos TE 
riot Kal dpOapclay, Kal mpos dat 
otlay kal pOopav. 

22, 23. It may be well, in view of 
the extremely difficult criticisms of 
Origen on Heracleon’s interpretation 
of this whole passage, to state what 
appears to be Heracleon’s position 
so far as it can be gathered. He 
seems to haye affirmed that ux} is 
7d POaprov 7d évdvduevov apOapotay. 
Its death comes va 7d TéXos elvar TOD 
vomou Tov Odvarov, dvatpodyTos dua TOY 
dwapriav, for of course the children 
of the Demiurge are under the Law. 
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a v t neta , a A , 
THpos, iva BonOnon TO VIO, TOUTETTL TH Touade Pagel. 
N fe foe ey tal \ > 4 > a * 
mpos TovTos TO ‘O yidc coy zi Kata atudiav eipiabas Jo. iv. 50. 
30 TH Sarips cLeihygev, éwel ov« eime Ljtw ovde evednvev 
3 \ 
avTos mapecxnobas Tv Cory, Aéyer Sé bre KataBas 
\ \ , 
mTpos TOV KadmvOVTAa Kal lagadpevos avTOY TIS yOoou, 
L A ¢ a f 
TouTéoTs TOV dpapTiav, Kal d1a THs apécews Cwo- 
, 5 c cy n, \ 2 L \ Ves t 6 
TOLNTAS ELTEV O yidc coy ZH" Kab €TINEVEL TPOS TO Eni- Jo. iv. 53. 

35 cTeycen 6 dnOpwrtoc’ bre Evavoros cal 6 Anpuoupyos 
5 g 5 , ¢ ss \ \ \ \ f) , 
éotipy, 6rt SUvaTtat 6 Lwornp Kal pn wapeov CepamTreverp. 

, \ an a lal 
AoyAoye 8€ toY BacidiKkoy e&elAnhe Tods ayyédous TOD 
na ’ i, lal © La na 
Anptoupyod, amayyéNXovTas éy t@ ‘O maic coy 2H 

di 
bre oixelas Kal Kata TpdTov exEet, THATTOV MNKETL 
\ rd fal a“ 

4oTa avolKkera. Kat S1d TodTO vopite dTayyérrELVY TO 

Bacthik® tovs S0tvrXous Ta Tepl THS TOD Viod TwT- 
/ \ 

plas, émet kai mpdtovs oleras BréTELy Tas m™pakes 
lal ’ ip 

Tov év TH KdoHo avOpaTwY TOdS ayyédouS, EL Eppo- 
/ a an n 

pévas Kal eidALKpLYaS ToOALTEVOLYTO ato THS TOV 

S A 2 § / ” \ \ ¢ \ a s 

45 SwTHpos émsdnpias. ere mpos THY EBAOMHN G pan eyes 
ad \ an d / € , A Ul 
bre Ava THs Spas xapaktynpiletae 9 pvars Tov tad év- 

Tos. él waa TO’Emicteycen aytéc Kal H oikia ayTOY OAH 
Sunyjoato éml THs ayyeduKHns eipjoOas rakews, Kal 
avOpdmav TAY oiKELoTEepav avto. fnretadas 5€é pyoe 

50 TEpl TLVOV aYYENOY, Eb owOncovTal, TOV KATENDOVTOY 
dm) Tac TON ANOPOTWN OyraTépac. Kal TOY dvOp@Tor Gen. vi. 2. 
Se rod Anpmsovpyod thy amodrevav dnroda Oat vowicer 
év T@ Oi yiol TAc BaciAciac €ZeA€eyCONTas cic TO CKOTOC TO €Z0- Mt. viii. 

s 12 
Tepon. Kal mepl ToUTwY TOV "Hodiav mpodntevery TO 
Gay > t \ a > \ \ (Yo SRNL a = \ . 

55 YioYc €féNNHCa Kal YYadCa, AYTO! Ae Me HOETHCAN, OVOTLVAS YIOYC ac : 2. 

1 2 4 . Is. i. 4. 
GddoTplous Kal CTEpMA TONHPON Kal ANOMON Kandel Kar 
RMTTEAONA AKSNOAC TIOIHCANTS. Kalb TadTa pev Ta “Hpa- coe v. 
Kdéwvos, Garep TONNPOTEpOV Kat doeBéorepov eipnuéva expyv > 
peta TONS KaTaTKEUTS drrodedeiyOas, elrep Hv adnO7. ouUK 

in , a a \ 
60 olda 88 as Kal Trept aBavacias uxns amruarel, wy éxraBov 


39 exer] exew. 51 dvOpwrwr] bis. 59 dmodedetx Oar] arodedex Oar, 


35. eUmioros] On this point the Trenaeus I. vii. 4. 
Valentinians seem to have been 37. For the angels of the Demi- 
agreed, See Hipp. Refut. vi. 36; urge ef. Excerpt. ex Theod. § 47, 


Ez. xviii. 


Jer. xxiii. 
24. 
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wéca onuaivetar ex THS Oavatos pavys. xkabopavta yap 
¥ a f > > , X > , > tal > 
Bee rd onuwawvdmevoy pet errickéreas Kal axpiBeias idety et 
Kata Tavta Ta onpatwopeva OvnTn oti. eb pev yap Ore 
Sextix?) duaptias, yyy 6€ A AMapTANoyca AYTH ATTOOANEITAL, 
%, e tal > a“ > \ , > : A ” U 

Kal Hpeis épodpev adtnv Ovntny. eb dé ty TavTery Siadvow 
kat éEadavicpov avtis Gavatov vouiter, juets ov Tpoonae- 

QO , > f > a“ f > / \ 
peOa, ovdé méxpe emivolas iSeiv Surdwevoe ovoiavy Ovyntnv 
petaBddroveav eis abavator kal giow POapryy emi TO 
v 4 x a a v3 r 3 ‘ 
apGaptov: ofotoy yap TOUTO T@ Aéyerv peTaBarrew TL aTro 
cdpmatos eis Go@patov, ws UTroKELLEVOU TWVOS KOLVOU THS TOV 
copatev Kal dcopatev dicews, Srrep péver GoTrEep meévery 
gact rd dduxdy of wept tadta dewol, TOV TOLOTHT@V [LeTa- 
Baddovedr eis abOapciav. ov tavtov Sé eats THY MPOAPTHN 
dvcw éndyecdal Adeapcian Kal 7O tHv dOaptny prow peTa- 
Barre cis apGapciar. 
Nexréov, od petaBarrovans wey eis ABanacian, ENAYOMENHC dé 


‘\ > > % \ X lol ~ 
ra 8 avta Kal wept THS ONHTHC 
? , mv > 2 \ \ , Ff > wv 
adtiy. Se erelrep Tay Yuxieny Giow onOn de Epyauv 
X > ia 4 3 X\ X f f 
cal aicOnoecws telOecOar ovxi dé AOYor, mevoopeba 
bev yap mvevpa- 
~ “ * a / BJ / f > 7 
ries, was Sid THS Tepactiou emipavelas TWETLATEVKED 5 EL 8 


avrod rept Iavdou Trolas dicews iv. él 


> bing , x» x a / > t 
ove GdXas CStvato TeaTEvew } Sia THS TepacTiou eTupavetas 
> al > > ¥ \ age > , a X 
dxorovbe? Kat avTods Kal avrov eivat uxsKov. mas 5€ 
> > XV \ \ o r \ > le . Lol 
ove docBis TO Tpd ToD Anpsovpyod Tovs ayyehous avTou 
Oewpeiv Td Eppwpévor Kal TO eidexpives THS TOALTELAS 
cal ¢ \ a , col lal / XA A 
rév rs ths Suvdpews TOD LaTHpos Bedti@Pevtar, Kat Tapa 
7O évapyés TOD Trept tod Anusoupyod doyou, ére S€ kal mapa 
a \ \ f > . >» > ’ 
THY ypadny Thy AeyovcTav Ei KpyBHceTal AN@Pa@TTOC EN KpY@Daloic 


61 xaSopavta] xafapgayta. mos] dws. 


80, 81 repacriov] tepactetov. 


79, 80 axvevparixis] rvevpatixh. 
83 ov«] Kal. 


61. xaopdvra] Though the fol- 
lowing criticisms of Origen contain 
no new matter of Heracleon, the 
whole chapter must be examined 
together. I have therefore thought 
it better to print it in full. The 
criticisms are not easy to follow. 
So far as he has stated Heracleon’s 
views, the confutation of weraSadrew 
els dPavaciay is not to the point, for 


Heracleon has only made use of such 
expressions as évdvecOar dfavactay 
x.r.d. which Origen allows to be ov 
rairéy. For Origen’s argument with 
regard to weraBddXew see Aristotle, 
Met. A. 2 (1069 b), ob yap 74 évayria 
ére Td mev Uroméver, TO 
& évavrioy obx broudver* éxrw apa Te 


meraBanet. 


rplrov apa Ta évavria, 7 UXn. 


80 
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95 


KArO) OYK GYOMAl a¥TON ; Kad KYploc éTAZWN NEpoyc Kal KapAIAc, 
kat Kyploc fINdCKWN TOYC AlAAOrICMOYC TON BNOPOTION KAN (xciv.) 11. 

2 fal ig c > ’ ‘ 
90 @ci MATAIOL; Tas b€ cace Kal TO ‘O EldddC TA TIANTA TIPIN 


TENECEWC AYTON ; 


nan? 6é > \ a > a a Wh ” 
Seras Tov talevtos amo TOU aptO mod THS WPAaS EN 


Ul n red i, n r. / n ’ , > 
paws THs ldcews yivowernt TH oiKeip TH avatravoes apvo- 


Me. 


76 8 ScadOopads elvar Wuyindv, emt térer dv e&eOé- 


¢ J > a > / ’ fa if / 
95 we0a Um avTov cipnuévwoy avayeypappévov, oMovupLia Ypw- 
, > e / / U 
pévou éo7l, Kab érépav paw eicdyovtos TeTapTyy, bmep ov 


Bovnerau. 


41. 


id 
‘O pévtou ye “Hpakréwv, éxOéwevos tiv rept 
duraxiov réEw, ovdév elrrev eis avTnv. eis dé TO”OTroy 


Ibid. xix. 3 (R. tv. 296; L. 1. 167). 


lal 
tov yavo- 
> ‘ 


e€fo) 


fndr@ Ymeic oY AYnacbe EAOEIN Hyol Ids év dyvoia Kal 
amictia kal duaprypacuy dvtes év apOapalag dvvav- 


rar yevéoOar; pnde ev TovT@ KaTaKovor éavTod et yap ot 


’ e) 1 ae / Syie , o 2 
ev ayVvola Kab aATLOTLA Kat ALAPTYH LATLV OVTES EV 


3 pyor] por yup. 


91. érv 5é paddov. Heracleon’s 
own remark on the hour is simple 
and obvious, when compared with 
Hippolytus, Refut. (puxn) éorly €Bdo- 
pas Kar Kardmavots. rod labévros is 
equivalent to rod wvxiKod. Whether 
Origen understood this or not is un- 
certain, as his criticism is obscured 
by hopeless corruption in the text. 
Delarue’s ef 7) pious xapaxrayplyera 
comes from Cod. Ven., but leaves 
the sentence impossible and unin- 
telligible. It is tempting to sup- 
pose that a good deal of the sentence 
may have been erroneously inserted 
from the statement of Heracleon’s 
view above, and that Origen may 
haye written some simple sentence 
such as re 5é waddov } plow Kapak- 
rnplterar tov labévros, TG olkely TH 


dvaratce. dp0ye, but the stages of 
corruption could not be traced. All 
is dark, and we can scarcely hope for 
light. 

96. érépav picow] A reference 
probably to Origen’s argument with 
regard to peraBdd\\ew. Heracleon 
would recognize three pices, mvev- 
parikh, Puxixy, WuKH. The diapAopa 
Wuxixod cannot take place unless we 
assume Urepov wroxeluevoy which re- 
mains while the sodrynres change. 
This would be to introduce a fourth 
pobous. 

41. 4. dmorla] Cf. Maxcerpt. ex 
Theod. § 56, quoted above, p. 92. 

6. év dyvola] Hilgenfeld’s state- 
ment that these words are omitted 
in Cod. Regius appears to originate 
in the fact that in line 7 it omits 


Ps. vii. 10. 
Ps. xciii. 


Hist. 
Susann. 


ére 5é parrov +n pias YapakrTnpl- 42. 


Cf. Jo. 
vili. 12 ff. 
Jo. vill. 21, 


Jo. viii. 22. 


Jo. viii. 12.” 


96 


> t b) Uy 
apbapaia ov duvaytat 
>’ “f 

dyvota Tote Kal ev amvott 


2 > 7 / 
év adOapaig yeyovace ; 


? ’ / \ > ¢ / 
évy aTLoTlLa Kat EV ALAPT 
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uA a CP t Sy 

yevéaOar, TOs oi amrogTohor eV 
ae € t , 

g Kal év GwapTn wage yEvouevol 

, s e 3 > te A 

Syvavtat ovv of év ayvola Kab 

pace yevopevor yeveo Oat €v 


-} cal 
apbapaia, & peTaBarnrocer, Suvarov avrovs petaBaneiv. 


42, Ibid. xix. 4 (R. tv. 302; L. 1. 180). 


Noes os A / € € {i ? / la) 
Kal 6 Hpakreav pevtorye os ATAOVGTEPOY ELPNMEVOV TOV 


Muti drroktenel ayTON Pyoly OTe Tlovnpas StaroyrCopmevot 


¢ 3 fal n uv a / € \ > 
of "lovSatot TavTa EdeEyoV Kal peiCovas EaUTOUS aTO- 


parvopevos TOD LYorHpos, 


t 4 
cab vrodkapBavovTes OTL 


2 \ x ’ , \ \ \ > > / 

avTod wev ATENEVTOVTAL TPOS TOV Gedy eis avaTauaLV 
Si ¢ Ni \ > \ \ ? t 

aidveoy, 6 O¢ YorTHp Ets fOopav Kal eLs Oavatov, 

EavTov Siayetploapevos, Sarov EauTovs ovK EdXOYLCOVTO 


amen Oetv. 
\ n € 
Tov D@THpa ob 
/ > \ 
odpevos eis POopav 
od dStvacbe érOetv. 


Erd elm TO pac TOY KdCMOY Kal 


xa) abrais réEeok dynow brs “QovTo Néyesv 
lal iA 
TovSator $re Eyo épautov duaxerpl- 
wéErArw Topeve Oat, dmov vmels 
’ 5 \ a \ NY ny) 
ovK o1da 8€ TMs KATA TOV eLTOVTA 


ra é&fs, fv Neyew OTL "Eye 


> 


éautTov Suayelpladpmevos els pOopav pédr@ mopev- 


eobat éav Sé TIs AéyN py TOV LoOTHpa TavTa él 


> 


pnkéval TOS 


ied / ’ x ¢ td a a > lal \ > 
Sa LovSaiovs avTo vTovevonKkerat, SHrov OTe épel TOUS Tov- 


| 


a / \ ? a / ere \ 
Salovs meppovnKevar TEPL AVTOV OTE POeipovTas ol EAUTOUS 


@ > , fal / 
Suaxerplodpmevol, Kab ovdev ATTov erroleL TAVTA TLTTEVOV 


pbapncecOat Kat xorac On becban, 


Qov. 
15 avro] atra. 


the éy of é& dyvola, a fact which 
Delarue notices. 

The importance of this fragment 
consists in the fact that Heracleon’s 
interpretation depends on his funda- 
mental error as to ¢vois and Kara- 
oxevh (see Frag. 17), to which Origen 
so often rightly takes exception (cf. 
Fragments 17, 33). 

42. 1. &mdovcorepov] This is not the 
only case in which Origen’s love of 


J 9s \ / ~/ 
OTrEp NY KATA TAVTA ni- 


18, 19 Kara mavra ANOvov] KatnNlOvov. 


dvaryery) has led him into a captious 
criticism of Heracleon. Cf. Fr. 30, 
dyyeduchy Tia Sdvapy K.T.Ae 

5, dvdmravors] For the doctrine of 
avéravots cf. Irenaeus 1. 7. 1; Ha- 
cerpt. ex Theod. S§ 63, 86. 

18,19. Kara rdvra #LO.ov] As there 
is no authority for the form xar7- 
\MéOov, I have retained the conjecture 
of Cod. Venetus, 


on 
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43. Ibid. xx. 8 (R. tv. 316; L. m1. 211). 


> 


/ ) a 
TuvOavoiuecba &§ dv trav tas pices eloaysvTor, kal eis 
1 c ' c > \ 2 iS (aad > / \ eee ¢ 
76 “Ot! 6 Adroc 6 émdc OY YOpeEl EN YMIN amooLoovT@V KATA Jo. viii.37. 
‘H / ds \ a ) a Wa ? y 
paxréava btr Avd TodTO ov YwWPEl, OTL AVETLTNOELOL, 
Yj > 3 a 
NTOl KAT OVTlADY, ) KATA YVOMLNV, TAS Ob AVETLTNOELOL 
> by / ” ‘ a , ’ \ 4 / / ane 
5 KAT OVOLAV HKOYCAN TIAPA TOY TIATPOC 5 GANA Kal TroTEpoy Jo, viii. 38. 
MOTE TIPOBATA OVTOL Haav Tod XpicTod, 4) GNNOTpLOL UTTHpYOV 
’ 5 A Fy a 
avtTod; ef S€ Hoav GAXOTPLOL, TAS HKOYCAN TIAPA TOY TIATPOC, 
cahas, ds olovrat, Neyouevou mpos Tovs addoTplous bre Ata Jo. viii. 47. 
TOYTO ¥MEIC OYK AKOYETE, OT! OYK EcTE EK TAN TIPOBAT@N TON Jo. x. 26. 
10 €M@N ; ef pn apa OAUBopevor érépm aToT@ €avToUS Tepl- 
BadrXovat, Aéyovtes TApA péev TOY TaTpdc aknKoévat Tovs 
G@Xotplovs, m7 aKxovew dé Tovs avtTovs ToUTOUS Tapa Tov 
Swrhpos. el O otKetor Tov Yorjpos yoav Kal THS paKaplas 
dtcews, Tas éZHTOYN avTov amMOKTEINAl ; Kal TAS 6 TOD Lo- 
nw Qn 
15 THPOS AdFOC OYK exwpel ev avTOLs ; 


@ 
10 éavrods] éavrods (sic). 12 mapa] sepl. 


44, Ibid. xx. 18 (R. Iv. 332; L. 1. 240). 


‘O pévror ye ‘Hpaxréwv vrorapBaver Aitiav a7 00100- 
aOat TOD 117) AYNACOAI aUTOVS AKOYEIN TON Inaod ACLON, Jo. viii. 43. 
nde FIN@CKEIN AVTOD THN AAAIAN Ev TO ‘Ymeic €k TOY 
TaTpoc TOY AMABdAoY écTé avtals yobv AéEeot pnoe Ac- 
5 ati Sé OY AYNACHE AKOYEIN TON AGTON TON EMON 3 7) OTL 
‘Ymeic ék TOY MaTpoOc TOY AlaBOAOY ECTE, advtl tov Ex Jo. viii. 44. 
fal ? / la) / a ? a \ 
THis ovalas TOD SsaBorov; Pavepwv avTots Novmwov 


2 "Inoov] Iv. 


43. 4. xara ydpnr] See below, that verse. 
Frag. 46. 44, 5,6, There are traces of cor- 
8,9. The words Aca rofro duets ov ruption. Probably \éyec has dropped 
dxovere are quoted in Tischendorf’s out somewhere, in consequence. of 
digest on John x. 26 from this pas- the gnoi, without it the dyri rod can 
sage: there is no other authority for hardly stand. 
them, as forming part of the text of 


B. 7 


Jo. viii. 44. 
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\ , > a \ rE % Ny va ? 
THV puoty avT@V, Kab T poe éyEas QAUTOUS, OTL OUTE 


tod “ABpadp ecios Téxva, ov yap av éwicovy avror, 
ogre Tod Oe0d, 54d ovK Hydmav avTov. Kal eb pev TO 
‘Ymeic €k TOY TATPOC TOY AlaBGAoy EcTE eedefaro ws év Tous 
dvatépo Sunynodpeba, Kal édeye Ava 76 éte vas evar €x TOU 
SuaBdrov, OY AYNacbe AKOYEIN TON AGPON TON @MON, KAD Tape 
pesaneds adtov thy Supynow. vuvi dé dynos éoTl opoovatous 
TWAS TO Sia Bory eyou dvOpérrous, arenas, ws olovTas ob 
dw avtov, ovclas TuyxavovtTe Trap ods Kadodor apuyiKovs 


i) TVEVMLATLKOU S. 


10 ote] ovde. 13, 14 rapedetdue0a] rapadeEducba. 


15 olovrat)| ovovre. 


45. Ibid. xx. 20 (R. tv. 387; L. m1. 250), 

Ris tadra dé 6 “Hpaxdéwv onot II pes ods oO Onis eK 
THS ovalas TOD piaponay joav, ws érépas ovons THs 
rod SiaBdrov ovolas Twapa tv TaV dylov oyLKaY ovoiay. 
oe 8é év rovT@ jor TeTrovOévat Paiven a TO éTépay 
ovalay pacKovTe eee TapopavTos Kal ETépay OPBVTOS. 5 


46. Ibid. xx. 20 (R. Iv. 339; L. 1. 258). 


10 


a \ , 
Tocadta kal mpos tov ‘Hpaxdéwvos Adyov eltrovTos TO 


°Ek toY matpdc TOY AMaBdAoy avTt Tod ’EK THS oOVTLaS TOD 


10. ov6é must probably be altered 
to ovre. 
45,1,2. ék rhs ovolas Tod diaBdrov] 


With this and the preceding fragment 
we must compare Hipp. Refut. vi. 34, 
éx THs OduKAS oby Kal SuaBoduKhs émoln- 
cev 6 Anmuoupyds Tals Wuxals Ta ow- 
para, and 6 vdLKos, pOapros, arédevos, 
x THs SiaBodx7s ovclas memacpéevos. 
The close connection of v\uKxy and 
diaBorux is exactly reproduced in 
these fragments of Heracleon, where 
the diaPorixh is contrasted with the 
mvevuaruch and yuxix7, as a third 


class, different in kind. It thus takes 
the place usually assigned to the 
tux. See also Irenaeus, and Ea- 
cerpta ex Theod. 48. 

3. doyixay ovalay] Cf. Hippolytus’s 
account of the projection of the 70 
Nbyou. Itis not necessary to alter the 
us. reading, but it is very probably an 
error of assimilation (due to the pre- 
ceding genitive), for Noy:ejv. 

46, 2, 3. od diaBddov] This seems 
the only reading that will make sense. 
The rod rarpos of the ms. is doubtless 
due to the preceding ék Tod maT pos. © 


or 


_ 
ur 


20 
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StaBdrov cipnoOw. madu eis TO Tac émibymiac TOY TaTpdc 
YM@N OéA€TE TIOIeIN ScaoTéAAETAL, réyov Tov Sua Borov 27) 
éyerv OérXnpa, ANN ériOvplas. Kal éudaiveras avtobev 
7 ddvavdntov Tod Néyou' Oéreww ydp Ta Tovnpa as av TU 
duoroynoar exetvov. cuvakers dé Kat avros, Kal él Tod 
mapovros év Tpoxeipe ovK Exopuer mapabécOas, el mov év TH 
ypaph 76 Oérew él Tob SiaBodov TéTaKTaL. 
dnow 6 ‘Hpaxréav ws dpa Tadra eipntar ov mpos TOUS 


Mera ravra 


Ul lal ‘ 
pices Tod StaBdrov viods Tovs NOLKOVS, GANA TPOS 
\ \ la 
rods WuytKods, Oéoes viods dvaBorou yevomévous, ap 
@ i) a 
by TH bvces Sivavtal tives Kal Oécer viol Oeod Xpn- 
t 
paticat Kai dnoi ye bre Hapa TO HYyaTNnKEeVal TAC 
> : 0 n § re \ n / a n 
énidymiac Tod StaBorov Kal TOIEIN TEKVG OUTOL TOU 
8 / / ,’ hi nr y \ 
taBdrov yivovTat, ov Paes TOLODTOL OVTES. KAL dta- 
Ae ¢ yA n Aes , an \ / 
otédneTat ws dpa Tprx@s Set axovewy THS KATA TEKVG 
b 2 lal 
dvomacias, mpatov pices, SevTEpor yveey, TpiTov 
akia \ co) / \ \ > \ \ Oe € / TL O 
ia. Kal puoer mer, pyoiv, éoTl To yevynvev VTO TLVOS 
yevyntod, 0 Kal Kupiws TéKVOY KahEtTal yvopun oé, 
7 \ a a t 
bre TO OéXHpa TLS TOLBY TLVOS SLA THY EQUTOD YVOLNDY, 
D n n Pn ane 
réxvov éxelvov of roel 76 O6dnpa Kareitas abig 


88 ea@ d rXéyorTas tives reéNNHc Téxva Kal oKOTOUS Cf. Mt. 
Xe / Ne sf ae n ' y eexxitiy LO; 
kal dvowlas, Kal ddewy Kal EXIAN@N TENNHMATA™ OV 33 


ee 


25 


30 


MS lal \ n \ ma © a / a fa} 
yap yevvd, ont, TadTa Tiva TH EauTay Poel 0 opo- 
\ \ \ > fe \ ? Oé 3 
Towa yap Kat avadicxovta Tovs éuBAnGevTas Ets 
> \ ? > b \ yy \ > if A iA ? 
auTa, ANN émet Erpakav Ta EKELVOV EPYA TEKVA AU- 
‘ \ > 
Tév elpntar. rova’tnv dé Ssactony Sedaxas ovdé Kad 
t a a 
érécov amd Tav ypapav TrapemvOncato thy idtav Sunynow. 
yy > oN \ > \ v4 ? \ / > eet ASA / / 
eltroupev & av pos aUTOV, OTL EL p1) icet, GAN akia PeeN- 
Nuc Téxva 6vopaterar Kal oKOTOUS Kal avowias, PP opo- 


6 ddvavénrov] Svavdnrov. 8 gxouer] 


28, 29 Kad’ drocoy] Kara 


2,3 rod SiaBddov] Tod rarpos. 
écxouey (ut videtur). 23 Néyovrat] AéyeTau. 
30 dtia] délas. 


TO TOcOV. 


6. ddvavdnrov] This necessary ¢cor- 
rection of his exemplar was made by 
the scribe of Cod. Venetus. Cod. 
Regius retains the mistake. 

93. déyovra:] Here again the seribe 
of Cod. Ven. has made a necessary 
alteration. 


25. ratra Twa] radra of course is 
subject, twa object. Cf. below ovx 
bre yerva Twas 6 didBoros. The in- 
gertion of rovadra (Cod. Venetus after 
Tatra) is not necessary, though per- 
haps it simplifies the sentence. 


"2 


Eph, ii. 3. 


Jo. vill. 41, 


Jo, viii. 44. 
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Toa yap TAVTAa Kal advarnloKkovtTa paddov Hep TVVL- 
otdvta, Tas 6 Laddos pyat rou 76 “Hmeda ycel TEKNA OprAc 
&c Kal oF AolTOl 3 7) Meyer@r ay jutv ds ovK EoTW avaAwTLKOV 
Kab WadoTa KaT avToV pOopomovoy m Opn, NS TEKNA HME- 
0d. Tarw bnotv bre Téxva tod dtaBorov vov Nnolee 
rovtous, ovx btu yevvd TLvas 6 8udBoros, adr bre 
Ta épya Tov SvaBodov TOLovVTES WMOLWONTAaV AUTO. 
moo@ O¢ BédTLov meph advtav tév tod SiaBorov Téxvov 
TOUTO arropalver Oat, OS Spovoupeveny avT@® TO TMoiein TA oe 
aytoy, Kab od Sid THv ovalay Kat THY KATATKEUNY THY 
“opts Epran TéKv@V SiaBdrov xpnuatiCovTwv ; 


32, 33 cunordyra] suis” ra (sic). 35 h dpyh ns] 1 opyns. 


47, Ibid. xx. 22 (R. rv. 345; L, 1. 264). 


ice pev ody ToD EN TH AAHOEIA OYK ECTHKEN dxovopey 
oux OS piow coLaaany éudatvovtos, o0dé TO advvatov Tept 
TOU eaumKeval avrov év dd Beig Papwraaes 6 6é ‘Hpa- 
Kréov eis TaDTA pynotTO Ov yap Kx of annOeias 7 Susie 
éatly avtod, GAN é« Tod évavtiov TH arn beta, éx 
mravns Kat dyvoias. 810, dynol, ov Te orHvar év ady- 
Ocia ovtTe oxetv év avT@ ZEEE dvvatal, €x +5 
avtod dicews tdsov Exov TO Wevdos, Cera ph) 
Suvdpeves TOTE ann Oevay elTety. Nayet & ore Ov povos 
avTos Rev OT TS éotiv, ddra Kal 6 TaTnp auvTood, idles 
Tathip avTod éKkapBavev TV pugty avtov, émeimep 
eK Tavs Kar {ee PIECES cvverra. Ttavta 6é bra 
pveta TOV SiaSonov TAVTOS Megs Kat eye At] was Kab 
péurpews’ ovdels yap eidoyes av pace ») eyecaréoat : Hee 
patto TO jo) TrepuKert mpos Ta erent aruys oup 
peadrov 1) apextos 6 SudBodos kata Tov ‘Hpaxréwva éorw. 


2 ovde] ove. 14, 15 péuparro] péupacre 70. 16 Wexrds] everos 
(ut videtur). 


35.  épyh js] This emendation teration of the ms. reading. 
satisfies the requirement of the con- 41. Karacxeviy] Cf. Frag. 33. 
text best, while it involves least al- 


w 
or 


40 
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48. Ibid. xx. 30 (R. Iv. 359; L. 1. 290). 


O pévtor ye “Hpakdéwov 76 “Ectin 6 ZHTON Kal KPINGDN Jo. viii. 50. 
ovk dvadéper em) Tov Tratépa, ToadTa heyov" ‘O ZHTO@N Kal 
KPINDN éoTly 6 E€xKdLKOY jE, 6 UmNnpéeTNS O Els TOUTO 
TETAYMEVOS, O MH EIKA THN MAXAIPAN opAn, 6 EkAIKOC Rom, xiii. 
Tod Baciréws. Moors oé éoruy obT0S, KaOa TpoEl- 
pnkev avtois Néyov Eic ON Ymeic HATIcate. eT é7re- Jo. v. 45. 
déper STs ‘O KPINN Kat Kordlov éotl Moons, Tov- 
réativ avTos 6 vowobéTns. Kal peta TodTO mpos €avTOV 
éramopel 6 “Hpaxdéov déyou" Ilds odv ov Révyes THN 
KpicIN TAcaN Tapadedoabas avT@; Kai vouitwv Awe 
thy avOvropopav TadTa dnov Karos Névyet, 6 yap KPLTIS 
6s bmnpétns TO OéXnma ToUTOU ToL@v KpbvEl, BaTeEpP 
kal er) rov avOpdrov atvetas yivopevor. mos O€ 
adr Tw avarlOnar THY KploLy és vTrobeeaTep@ TOD wTH pos, 
Kal’ d vomifer, TO Anproupye, ovS’ ota amobeiEas SUvatat, 
cadas yeypappevov Tod OYde rap 6 TIATHP KPINEl OYAENA AAAS Jo. V. 22. 
THN KPICIN TIACAN AEAWKE TH Yid, Kab TOD "EZoyclan €A@KEN JO. v. 27. 
ayT& Kpicin Trolein, Sti yidc ANOpaTrOY écTIN. 


5 ovros] ows. 


49, Oem. ALEx. Eclog. Prophet. § 25, p. 995 (ed. Potter). 


‘O 'lwavyns pyotv bre’ Eros MeN YM&C YAATI BaTITIz~, EpyeTal Cf. Mt. iti. 
Ad MOY OTTicwd 6 BaTtTiZwWN YMAC EN TINEYMATI kal TrYpl. gupl oe - ii. 16. 
ovdeva éBdrricev. eviot dé, bs Hnow ‘Hpaxréwr, Tupi Ta 
Gra tév chpayilopévav KaTeonunvarto, OTS AKOUTAVTES 
TO ATOOTONLKOD. 


4 xareonuhvayto] KaTernunwaro. 


48. 6. drloare] No authority for indeed, we may see a reference to 
the aorist in the text of 8. John is _ this identification in the words avrds 
quoted by Tischendorf. 6 vomobérns. 

15. 7G Anuwoupyd] Apparently He- 49.1. It is not easy to determine 
racleon must have spoken of Moses how much of Heracleon is embodied 
as a type of the Demiurge. Origen in this section of Clement. It seems 
has refuted more of Heracleon’s com- _ however probable that we should only 
ments, than he has quoted: unless, assume a reference to a practice 


Cf. Le. xii. 
8—1l1. 
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50. OLEMm. ALEX. Strom. rv. 9, p. 595 (ed. Potter). 


r n ¢ a 
Lodrov é&nyoupevos Tov ToTrov “Hpaxdéor, 0 Tis Ouvanev- 
n / 
rivov oxorns Soxystatos, KaTa éfiv dyno ‘Oporoytav 
elvat THY wey ev TH ThaTeL Kal moduTeia, THY O€ EP 
an is & > > oe KS ’ N\ 2? \ an 2 
hovy. 1 pwéev ovv év Pavy opohoyla Kal EmL TOY €Eov- 
ciav yiveTal, hv pmovnv, dyno, 6moNoylayv nyovvTaL 
ts € / ’ ¢ a / \ / \ 
elvau 06 wodndob, ovx Vytds. SUvavTas de TaUTHY THY 
Spodoylav Kal of ViroKpiTal oponroyety. aN ovd’ 
¢ r @ ¢ / a > L * ’ 
evpeOnoerar ovTos 6 AdyOS KADOALKMS ELPNMEVOS” OV 
\ a 
yap mavtes of cwlomevor Spmoroynoav Thy Sia THS 
povns dmoroylay kal e&jrOo», && év Mat@atos, Pi- 
NeTTos, Owapas, Nevis Kal adrroe monrnrol. Kal éoTuV 
€ \ fal a = t 
4 dud THS hovyAs dporoyia ov KaGorsK?, GNNG MEPLKN® 
caborsxr dé, dv vdV Néyet, THY ev Epyous Kal mpakect 
/ a J > \ / oe \ te 
KatarrHrols THS eis avTOV TiaTteas. EreTat € TAUTY 
Lan iP. i c \ ¢€ 3 \ lal b] nr LK la 
TH Omoroyla Kal  wepiK? 7 emi TOY EEovalwy, cay dén 
Nivea XO € fal ¢ x i nN & \ lal A 
Kal 6 royos alph. Spmodoynaes yap obTOS Kal TH Pavy, 
’ lal lol 
dpOGs Mpoomodoyyoas TpoTepoyv TH Suabécer. Kat 
n 3) \ nan €: y > 2 \ S > \ \ 
KadOs él TOV OmoroyourTa@r, EN EMOl Elev, ETE bé 


1 rdrov] Tporov. 


mentioned by Heracleon. If not, the 
sentence which immediately follows 
in the Hclogae must be his citation 
of a divergent version of Matt. iii. 10. 
On the whole however it seems more 
natural to refer it to Clement him- 
self, as also the remainder of the 
section, though it might possibly be 


regarded as containing Heracleonic 


doctrine. We can hardly therefore 
quote the continuation of this passage 
as proof that Heracleon read dia- 
Kabapar. 

For the text of Fragments 49 and 
50 I have collated the Florence ms. 
of Clement’s Stromateis and Eclogae, 
and noted its variants in the digest. 

50.1, Clement, after quoting this 
passage, expresses his approval of it, 
only remarking that Heracleon has 


overlooked the fact that a confession 
which involves the penalty of death 
is a sufficient test of sincerity. The 
history of North Africa however may 
possibly justify Heracleon’s opinion. 

It may be well to state that we 
have no evidence, besides that con- 
tained in the words rodrov éényovmevos 
tov Torov, as to whether Heracleon 
wrote a Commentary on S. Luke. 
The ms. reading rpéror is interesting, 
but, as in Clement a long quotation 
immediately precedes the words, it 
must be merely a scribe’s error for 
TOTO. 

11. Acvis] For the early distinction 
of Levi from Matthew, cf. Origen c. 
Celsum i. 62, unless indeed the 
reading mentioned there by Origen 
is a variant for Oaddatov (Me. iii. 18). 
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a bd A ,? \ , ie AN x 
TOV apvoumévor, TO’Emé mpoceOnKev. ovTOL yap KAY 

an a >’ na > \ n 
20TH Povy Spodroynowauy avTov, GpvovvTaL aUTOV TH 

/ SH ¢ rn t >] 5) >’ lel ¢ 

mpakes fo) OmoNoyodvTes. pmovot 8 év avtT@ oponro- 
yodou of év TH KaT avToV époroyla Kal mpager 
Bvodvtes, é€v obs Kal autos dmodoyel everhnppevos 


2 Tim. ii. 


’ n > 
avtots Kal éyduevos Ud TovTwV. SLdTEp APNHCACOAl 
13. 


c \ b) hs ' e ’ lal A ,’ \ ce \ 
25 EAYTON OVOETOTE AYNATAI’ GpYOUYTAL dé avTov ol py 
v 3 >? an 3 \ 2 a > , > > \ 
dyTEes EV AUT@. OU yap elev Oc &pnticetal év emo 
arr *Eme. 


> \ 4, a r t \ fed 
avrov. TO d€"EMMmpOcOEN T@N ANOPWTTWN, KAL TOV TO- 


ovdels yap mote ov év adT@ apveitat 


S \ a vd rn x ¢ / > e \ \ 
Copévov Kat TOV COviKGy Sé dpotws, Tap ols Mev Kat 
an x if 3 @ be \ lel n PS) / > ae 
30 TH ToALTELG, Tap ols O€ Kal TH hovy. Stomep SpNH 
\ n 
cachal avrov ovdémote SvvavTat, apvodyTat S86 avTov 
€ NSE > 2 an n AN as Va 
of pr) dvtes €v avt@. Taira pev o Hpakdéov. 


24 adrots] avrovs. 


- 


51. Puortus Hp. 134 (ed. Rich. Montacutius), "Twavrn 
mpotootabapin Kai mpwtovotapip TO émrixkny Xpuoo- 


xépn (Ep. 60, ed. Baletta). 


Ovse yap éd’ UBper kal SiaBor}j Tod vopov to ‘H yépic Jo. i. 17. 
Aé Kal dAHOelA AP 'lHcoY Xpicto¥ éréneTo Tots evaryyedtKots 
Ocopots mepujppocev. “Hpaxdéwv yap dv ovT@s élmrot Kal 


of maides ‘Hpaxdéwvos. 


51.1. I have given the full title, 
as mpwroomabdpos is not sufficiently 
distinctive as a description of the 
recipient of an Hpistle from Photius. 
The same letter is also found in his 
Amphilochia, 246. 

3. This reference to Heracleon is 


interesting, as extreme antagonism to 
the law does not seem to have been 
characteristic of him (see Frag. 20). 
Perhaps his followers may have de- 
yeloped this line of Gnosticism more 
than their master. 


ADDITIONAL NOTES. 


A. HERACLEON AND VALENTINUS. 


The extant Fragments of Valentinus offer some points of comparison with those 
of Heracleon, especially with regard to language and terminology, which can be 
most conveniently discussed in an Additional Note. I follow the order in which these 
Fragments are given in Hilgenfeld’s collection (Ketzergeschichte, p. 293), and have 
adopted his text where I quote from them. I have also given references to the 
pages of Potter’s edition of Clement of Alexandria. 

1. Clem. Alex. Strom. u. 8, p. 448. Valentinus is speaking of the terror 
which came upon the Angels (of the Demiurge) at the utterances of the man whom 
they had created (éxelvou rod mAdcparos). These were due to Him who had placed 
in man the seed of the higher essence (dua rdv dopdrws ev air@ orépua Sedwxbra THs 
dvwOev otclas). Compare Heracleon’s explanation of the ‘forty and six years’ 
(Frag. 16), rhv tdyv rouréore 7d TATH,..7TO eV TH eupvonmart omépua. Heracleon 
has retained the terminology of his master. With the Angels compare Frag. 36, oi 
Ths olkovoulas dryyedot, OC av ws eotT@y éordpy Kal dverpdpyn. Valentinus goes on to 
speak of an”Av@pwros in whose name Adam was formed ; this may perhaps throw 
some light on the important position assigned to "Av@pw7os in Heracleon’s account 
of the two viol rod dvOpuérovu (Frag. 35). 

2. Clem. Alex. Strom, 11. 20, p. 488. The expulsion of ‘ every evil spirit’ from 
the heart of man reminds us of Heracleon’s interpretation of the words ‘O (dos Tod 
olkou cou karapdyeral we as being spoken é« mpoowmou T&v éxBAnOevTwv Kal avadwOév- 
tev bd To0 Lwrhpos duvdmewy (Frag. 14): and with the words évuBpifdyrwy émBv- 
julacs compare Heracleon’s description of the former life of the Samaritan woman, 
évuBpivouevn Kal aOeroumévn Kal éyKarademouévn (Frag. 18), On modddy daipdvwv 
olxnthpiov see the note on Frag. 20 (p. 77). 

3. Clem. Alex. Strom. 11. 7, p. 588. The Docetism of this Fragment should be 
compared with Heracleon’s teaching on the BpSua tdiov of the Lord (Frag. 31), and 
the healing of the Ruler’s son (Frag. 40) ; but the question of Heracleon’s Docetism 
has been discussed in the Introduction (p. 46). 

4, Clem. Alex. Strom. tv. 13, p. 603. With {w7 aldvios and the victory of its 
children over ¢@opa, compare Frag. 17 aidvios yap far avrod Kal undérore pOexpo- 
wévn. The distinction between xdcpuos and xriois in the last sentence of Valentinus, 
drav yap Tov ev Kbopov AUnTE, adTol 5é my KaTadUnobe, KupieveTe Tis KTicEws Kal THS 
POopas ardons, is explained by Frag. 20, where Heracleon speaks of the xécpos as the 
world of the Devil, and connects xriois with the xrisrns or Demiurge, whom the 
Jews worshipped. 
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5. Clem. Alex. ibid. As this is the most important Fragment of Valentinus 
in the present connexion, it may be well to quote his words in full. 

‘Orécov edarrwv 7 Elkay TOD (GvTos Mpoowmov, ToroUTov qoowv 6 KOpos TOU SwvTos 
aldvos, ris ov airla TAs eikdvos; peyawotvn ToD mpoowmou maperxnuevov TH Sarypapy 
tov tomov, va TiunOy dv dvduaros abrov. ov yap atdevtixas evpeéOn poppy, GANG TO 
dvoua emdppwoev 7d barephoay év hae. ogvepyel 5¢ Kal 7d Tov Oeo0 doparov els wlorw 
TOU TeTAATMLEVOU. 

Here 6 xécuos is used in its wider sense. The meaning of the Fragment must 
be that as the likeness is inferior to the living person, so is the world (created 
by the Demiurge) less than the living Aeon. The greatness of the archetype is the 
cause of the copy; and the ‘name’ of the archetype supplies what is deficient 
in the copy. The use of aldy, contrasted with xécpos, recalls Heracleon’s usage of 
the word, as equivalent to the Pleroma, or more generally, the spiritual sphere; see 
Fragg. 1, 18 and 22. Compare especially the phrases in 22, 6 év al@ve kal ol ody are 
enbdvres and emelirep elxdves obo (sc. of “Lovdator) ray év Te mhypwware avT@ elvar 
voulfovTat. 

The terminology which Clement uses in his explanation of this Fragment of 
Valentinus is of more importance. His interpretation of it appears to be as follows ; 
 elkv =the Demiurge, Sophia’s rhdopa created to give glory to the Father: 70 fav 
mpoowmov=the Father, the True God: ypados=Sophia. [As the Demiurge is 
inferior to the Father, so is the xécuos to the living Aeon.] The Demiurge is an 
elxwv (of the Father) as being do évds, the production of Sophia. The offspring of 
a ovguyla are not elkdves but mypwyara (cl. Excerpta ex Theod. § 32). The next 
sentence is hardly intelligible. But the words 76 cupdonua Tov dtapépovTos TVEU MATOS, 
h éx pecdtyros Wuxy, and 6 éumverrat Th Wuxh, shew great similarity of substance 
with the teaching of Frag. 16; and the use of mAjpwoua immediately recalls Hera- 
cleon’s use of it to represent the ‘husband’ of the Samaritan woman (Frag. 18). It 
is impossible to tell whether Clement has made use of the writings of Valentinus in 
his explanation of that part of them which he quotes, and apparently misunder- 
stands. But if it is so, some of Heracleon’s most peculiar terminology was derived 
from his master. : 

6. Clem. Alex. Strom. v1. 6, p. 767. Beyond the implied restriction of 7 ékxd7- 
ota to the mvevuarixol (cf. Frag. 25 etc.) this Fragment offers no further points 
for comparison, and the same is the case with the remaining Fragments of 
Valentinus. 

Thus a detailed comparison of the language used by Heracleon and Valentinus 
reveals linguistic affinities which thoroughly agree with the supposition adopted in 
the Introduction (p. 38) that Heracleon did not materially alter the system of 
Valentinus. . 


B. Tue ExcerpraA EX THEODOTO. 


When I was in Florence last December (1890), I made use of the opportunity to 
collate the two Fragments of Heracleon which are contained in the Stromateis and 
Eclogae Propheticae of Clement, and also the whole of the Excerpta ea Theodoto. 
As Lhave had occasion to quote the Excerpta frequently in my notes I have thought 
it worth while to append in an additional note the few variants which Dindorf has 
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not noticed in his digest. But he has either adopted in his text or noticed prac- 
tically all the variants from Migne’s text which are of any value. 


Dindorf, vol. 1. p. 425 1.15 pera rv , THs ins, ék intra lin. 


426 1.10 rov Tols 

429 1.11 drednpotwr dmednporwry (sic) 
4341.3 Ovdarevtimavol Ovanevriviavou 
436 1.8  opairac opare 

441 1.19 ywpicas xwpnoas (? corr. ) 
445 1.22 dvamvetoay Ovamrvevoat 

450 1.30 poppwbévres poppwlévras 

452 1.20 éore o eras. 

453 1.13 re TO 

453 1.14 6dtyou olyov 


C. On THE TEXT OF FRAGMENT 24. 


To judge from the conjectural emendations which have been suggested, the text 
of the latter part of this fragment offers a problem of great difficulty. The attested 
text of the sentence beginning AN ovx dp&cw is as follows : 


ANN’ ob dpOow (12) bru mayrds (13) kal Trav avrav SexriKdy. 


It is important to start from this, as all conjectural restorations seem to have 
been based upon the words rév évayriwy, which have no manuscript authority 
whatever, and are only a guess of the ‘‘emendator” in the margin of the Bodleian, 
who introduces his suggestions with the word tows, and is certainly later than 
the other emendator, who uses the word rdxa. 

Origen’s argument seems to be as follows. Is it not dees to call the spiritual 
worshippers, whom Heracleon has just called adulterers (in that he has just said 
that the Samaritan woman mvevparixjs pioews ofoa has committed adultery), o~00v- 
stot with God? Heracleon and his followers do not see that, etc. But if the rvevua- 
rixh pow being dpoovcros with God could commit adultery, impious deductions 
follow from their argument concerning God. The impious deduction is clearly 
something equivalent to dévera 6 eds 7d rropveboa. Origen refutes the position of 
Heracleon, that God and the mveumarixol are duoovorn by a reductio ad absurdum 
through two syllogisms : 


(1) major. (2) 
minor. God and the rvevuarixh pvots are dpoovera : 
.. God and the wv. dicts are Tay abrwy Sexrikd. 
(2) major. God and the mv. pious are rev abrav SextiKa: 
minor. The mv. Picts édéEaro To wopvedoat: 
God déxerac 7d mwopvedom: (for if the mv. pic. édééaro, then it is 
dexrixoy of that which it é6¢£a70). 


This seems to be the strict argument, though of course it is stated more con- 
cisely in Origen, some of the terms being suppressed. 
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The only major which will suit the 1st syllogism seems to be ra spootora TOV 
airay Sexrixd. I would therefore propose to read, [lav rd duoovorov Kal ray atrov 
dexrixdv. This preserves the ray atray which is attested by all the mss., ray évav- 
tlwy having, as was noticed before, no Ms. authority. 

Ferrarius gave up the sentence as hopeless, and does not translate it (see Huet’s 
edition: Delarue has here apparently introduced his own translation into that of 
Ferrarius). His (?) translation of the following words (¢ 6é é6é£aro...0e00) ‘Quod si 
[Heracleon ac sui sequaces] admiserint spiritualem naturam quae sit elusdem essen- 
tiae [cum divina et undequaque beata natura ut ipsi tradunt] meretricari, profana 
et impia et irreligiosa sequuntur rationem ipsorum,’ gives the sense of the sentence, 
but can hardly be intended for a literal translation. Thus no help is to be got 
from him. Delarue’s note may be quoted as an example (perhaps not a fair one, 
as it is worse than most) of the treatment which the text has received at his 
hands :— 

“Codd. Bodl. et Barb. éxmemopvevxévar. Regius wemopvevxévar. Mox Codex Bod- 
leianus habet “’AXN ody dpaow of ralra Aéyovres, bre mavrds Tay evayTiow Kal Tuy 
abrapv dexrixdy. Bi dé éd€£aro 7d ropvedou ) mvevparixh ptors, dj.oovoros otoa TH ayev- 
yirw dvoowa &e, sicque sanitati omnia restituuntur. Modo pro kal ray adrwy legas 
kal 70 avro.” 

Codex Regius reads éxmemopvevxévat. All the marginal suggestions of the 
Bodleian ms. are set down as if they occurred in its original text. 

How ‘omnia sanitati restituuntur’ by reading 7d av’rd for rév atrwy I cannot 
see. God and the mvevuarixh pivots would hardly even by the impious Heracleon 
be called 7d airé. The point is not that rd add is dexrixdy Tey évayTiwr. The only 
deduction from this and the following sentence would be that God being (?) identical 
with the rvevuaruc) picts is capable of contrary things to what it is capable of, i.e. 
I suppose 7d pu) ropvedca, which deduction is not dvdctor. The point is rather 
that God and the rv. dicts, being duoovora, are Tay atray dexrixd. Sense can be 
extracted from Grabe’s conjecture, adopted by Hilgenfeld, 67. mavros kadod 76 
mvedpua Kat TGv évaytiwy ob dexrixdv. The argument would then be I suppose some- 
what as follows. Td mvedua is not dexrixdy of good and evil at the same time. 
The mvevuarixh picts édéEaro 7d xaxdv: therefore it cannot déxerba To Kadov: and 
therefore God, being dmoovcros with it, is not dextuxds ToD KaAod, and is therefore 
Sexrixds TGv évayrlwv i.e. of evil. But the objections to it are insuperable: (a) It 
makes Origen guilty of unparalleled obscurity. (8) It has no support whatever 
from the uss. (y) It is based on the unfortunate conjecture réy évayriwy, (6) It 
would require 700 évayriov. (c) It makes 7d rvedpa=7 mrvevwaruch pvats. 
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where the reference is doubtful. 


Gen. 
[Ps. 
Ps. 
Is. 


[Jer. 
[Ezek. 
(Mt. 
Mt. 


[Le. 
Le. 


Jo. 


Wile 2, Meee aredivouaitavnnmmntnatanes 93 
URN VAM) NOM aac amt seeeaaeet 79] 
Jboben(b Api) Va) eaectenpodureeare 69 
ee aos tno neritic 93 
Ws GhOMt ron. ceonee steeriee seme cme amerens 93 
[exverSirpecerneisaewn etn iten trae 92] 
VILL Avene deoteae meetaranes heater 69] 
XEKIV,, UO neuen svsaceersucnuecense 80] 
SST UI bie ear hath Peet ar nee an oridic 101] 
VAT 1D) cc Seth netaee oahatee meee 93 
i as Hf lane) Se AGREE TE PROT OLIP orp 86 
DC Le Et TP CER ee DR REC COn EEL 92 
0:2 gl Ie sa ae oe Poni tein eam aan os 58 
KRULL Dore wat te orient antes os 69 
KUMHO sAOoke vee en rune te 99 
SRV PEAY tenctestqucheeetitss aontraaes 84 
LiNepsl Gara eeteeiasieed tentance sawane ee 101] 
VAL AO ee eta danecioeeace mans cls 65 
DBO naddetncdaaccmeataa este 58 

Dd, pope I Ine ner ne eoncc Hpac nacnCn 102 
RUSH LOL MR eeeaeda teens teats 80 
By ERAS 2 SRC HCA cOSED DEER SCD TAG 50, 80 
AL hes tadgded Ronee oieegas deractenennnnes 53 

L Suits ek tase tas end nabe eta 55 
DOG eee RL 56 
DUP ci ornaeeneutendande an airats 56, 58 
DS eB aedetica vedi cenceesmire 56 
PE ee pae Oe ACPI TOCEDAGOCTES A FUCEOCS 61 
DEE. seein onaabacde ene wen nares: 628. 
DOLR ccuiavtte. cxateaanentcncaeas 65 

gt Oita es asuseesatenscatesemera are 66 f. 
AE, entero iuinisnpeneeneares 68.f. 

7 gata cecieataen dase cnn anenncenrentes 69 
LOLA cceciscineesvuneteoswan 70f. 
LV ja pavesuenes seals isteyTaeaat celnsicave 84 
VA octacdihn cae saalivmnet seuyasene 725. 

ILD: c.. Cianinere ovata omcanme eats 73 


Jo. 


Square brackets have been used 


| ly Meee eRe RS Resse ocaos 74 

1s eR SIRE re Bcc 75 

20 £2 cetera 76 

a SERA ic ccotics 78 f. 

DB: cicasces scdenes want nelecaeetneeee 80 

Da 25a Athi demure 79, 81 

D527 sin cescacues wesnh het 82 

28 — 31 cin essenttotnconneeeemes 83 

30+ 84).0 30k Bie ree 84 

Fie Rn RAR ace ccc 0° 86 

BBB icles a ahucndene ee eee 87t. 

BT ccc vehaa tha sot tdan tah eee eee 88 

BBL. alee teat eee eee 89 

AO 2d hisses aman een ee 90 

AD vk iacdeaidlbvetede Moet eee 91 

AG \ hanged daatsdadeesey sonable eeeeamn 91 

AT AO) 3h Avisawtoveaneeneeeee 92 

50538 desde See 93 

Bai ovedicdet ieee eee 92 

Ws ED woah aed eae RES 101 

Villa) 12 figs oo ede cre ase eee 95 f. 

DE. ce. dadeuantontenemeeoeeeee 95 f. 

BT de scaiddhtahdeeeneeeeeeeeee 97 

AB | cdeuudusilies Qlnewapienemremete 97 

Ad: nth Sreecw sees 97, 98, 100 

GT. cc ddcucalineoanenee tone eee 97 

BO) fais vevaswtivtisletecene oe eheeeRe 101 

Ror 3. 26. nesss secs ceensiertee eee 719 
[Ve LB scsnsecvscsssuoceacenmeeeeeemem 72] 

Ws DY vscccescceenbeadsenemeaseee eta 92 

RU AS ccenssacoey cacenon cee 101 

TD Cone KigO cost gensaenn ae cones Se eens 79 
KV. DOL, cccsenaacaraescteaee eas 92 

Gals — i DO Ree hn. caknemiorsoosuneeneen 89 
2 Tims dis [Steg ccen atiieseeels eaten 103 
Beeb aes 7 Sct ahaeeceac couenenetaceeetenma 68 
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*ABpadu 44, 9 

dryyeruh Takis, 7 40, 48 

dyyeros 21, 27; 35,17; of ris olkovoplas 
dyy. 36, 7; of dyy. Tod Anusoupyod 40, 
37 

dyew, els pwricmov K.T.A. 2, 8 

dywa Tov aylwv 13, 7 

dyvoelv 18, 9 

dyvoa 19, 13; 40, 10; 41, 3; 47, 6 

ddudxpiros 17, 30 

adavacia 40, 19 

abdvaros 40, 14 

alc Onows 40, 22 

aidy 1,6; 18, 21; 22,2; 23, 14; 38,3 

aldvios 17, 16; 34,7; 42, 6 

dkpatos 32, 7 

adérpios 40, 56 

dddws 19, 15 

épaprnua 40,10; 41,4 

dpapria 10, 4; 40, 26 ete. 

duedetv 19, 13 

dpvos 10, 3 

dvdBaows 13, 4 

dvadexvivar 2, 9 

dvaipey 12, 3; 40, 25 

avaxpacts 18, 7 

dvaNloxew 17,19; 46, 26 

dvanobv 14, 3 

dvarraverOa 34, 5 

évamavots 12, 3; 31, 5; 32, 9; 33, 6; 
42, 5 

dvdoracis 15, 5 

dvaorpopy 27, 21 

‘dvarpépe 36, 8 

averirhoeos 43, 3 

dyndobv 13, 28 

dvodos 13, 2 

dvotkevos 11, 6; 40, 40 

dvoula 46, 31 


avrixpus 19, 9 
dvtdynua 30, 5 

dvwbev 17, 27; 40, 11 
aéia 46, 19 

ddparos 24, 2 
amadddrrew 19, 23 
amortia 41, 4 
amobjkn 32, 8; 33, 6 
admoxardoraots 34, 4 
drodtvat 23, 5 
dmpbam)oxos 16, 9 
dmdbdeva 23, 13; 40, 52 
dpyas 11, 3 

apiOuds 16, 7 
dpvetcbat 50, 19 
apxvepeds 13, 8 
acbevety 40, 9 
aoxnuoctvy 19, 10 
aredns 10, 7 

drovos 17, 2 

&rpodos 17, 43 
drupla 40, 29 
agpavifew 13, 29 
dpeors 40, 33 
apbapota 40,18; 41, 4 
dxpavros 24, 2 


Babds 23, 5; 30, 5 
Bamriorys 3, 7; 8, 27 
Baowrixds 40, 1 
Bybavia 9, 5 

Bonde 13, 6; 40, 28 
Bp@pya 31, 4 


Tadrala 40, 11 
yapos 12, 6; 38, 3 
véevva 40, 16 ; 46, 23 
yeeos 1, 24; 2, 6 
yevvay 46, 25 
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yéervnpa 32, 3; 46, 24 
yun 48, 4; 46, 18 


dépua 13, 32 

Anmuoupyés 1, 24; 8, 37; 20, 16; 22, 18; 
40, 38 

dudBodos 20, 7; 44, 4; 45, 2; 46,3 

SidBeots 27, 2; 50, 17 

duaxptvew 17, 31 

duavoetv 5, 7; 30, 3 

dvaviocew 17, 38 

Siaxerplfeobar 42, 9 

dbyua 40, 13 

d6éa 17, 3 

Soddos 5, 82; 40, 37 

Svvayus 13, 21; 14, 3; 17, 14; 18, 6; 
27, 2; 31, 5 

dvomdpictos 17, 42 


éyxatanelrew 18, 27 
éOvixés 20, 11; 21, 11; 50, 29 
eixeov 18, 3; 16, 6; 22,9 
eidukpu@s 40, 44 
éxBadrew 14, 2 

éxBrvfew 17, 27 

éxduxey 48, 3 

éxduxos 48, 4 

éxxAnola 18, 33; 15, 5; 25, 2; 37,3 
exréyew 36, 13 

éxdoyy 37, 5 

éxalarrew 24, 14 
éxrropvevew 19, 12; 24, 15 
éxpuody 13, 22 

éXartwv 8, 37 

"Egy 21, 23 

éuBdrrew 46, 26 
éupvonua 16, 9 
évdelxvvo0ar 17, 30 

évdvec ba 40, 18 

évdupa 5, 52 

évépyea 13, 22 

évepyew 1, 35; 35, 11 
évertws 32,5; 38, 3 
évixds 37, 6 

évvora 27, 2 

évoixetvy 10, 9 

évtuyxdvew 39, 6 

é&ywors 18, 7 

éoprh, 7 meyady 12, 1 
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émonula 40, 45 
ériOuula 46, 5 
émtNelrrew 17, 7 
émidvew 8, 31 
émlwoxOos 17, 42 
émuotretpew 32, 11 
érloracbar 25, 3 
émeatpépew 38, 6 
émitnbetos 32, 7; 33, 5 
émirnoeiws 40, 17 
emixopyyetv 17, 27 
epnuos 5, 7; 20, 9 
Eppwpévws 40, 43 
éoxyaros 11, 4 

éromos 32, 7; 36, 13 
edaryyenifecbar 27, 16 
evdoxely 22, 6 
edmictos 40, 35 
evploxew 13, 11 
edoxnudvas 19, 1 
éx.dva 46, 24 


&Aros 14, 1 
(woroteiv 40, 33 


"HAlas 4, 8; 5, 39 
’"Hoalas 5, 81; 40, 54 
nxos 5, 8.12-'18.22,24. $0.8 


Oadacca 40, 8 

Oédnna 31, 4; 46, 5 
deocéBera 24, 10 
Gepliew 34, 4; 35,5; 36, 10 
depos 32, 3; 33, 5 
Oepioris 34, 2; 35, 16 
béows 46, 12 

Opéupa 17, 5 

Over 10, 11; 12, 4 
O6vola 13, 18 

Owpds 50, 11 


"TaxwB 17, 5 

iepdv 13, 8 

“Tepooddupa 13, 1; 20, 11 

‘Tepovoadhu 13, 3 

"Tovdala 22, 5; 40, 12 

*Tovdator 20, 12; 21, 11; 22, 8; 42,3 
"Iwavyns 4,7; 5, 7; 7,5; 8, 36; 10, 3 


kadapbs 24, 2 
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ca0oruxds 40, 5; 50, 12 

Kabodixads 50, 8 

xaxla 13, 30; 18, 24; -20, 9 

xaraBalvew 11, 3; 40, 31 

katanelrew 27, 3 

karaddndos 17, 30; 50, 14 

karackevd few 5, 79; 13, 31; 16, 5 

Katackeuy 33, 8 

katenOety 8, 29; 11,5; 40, 50 

Kagapvaovu 11, 4; 40, 6 

Képdos 13, 16 

Kepwariorys 13, 14 

KAjots 13, 5; 27, 16 

kowédrepov 5, 70 

Kovd few 48, 7 

komvay 36, 6 

kérros (?) 36, 9 

koojuxds 17, 4; 18, 8; 27, 21 

Kéomos 1, 3; 8, 2; 11, 5; 18, 20; 20,7; 
27, 6; 31,9; 37, 2; 40, 43 

xptos 10, 10 

kpbos 36, 10 

krtows 20, 11; 22, 19 

xriorns 20,11; 22, 20 

kuBeuTys 13, 29 

kuplws 46, 20 


Aarpela 13, 18; 19,18; 24, 10 

harpevew 20,14; 21, 24; 22, 19 

Aevis 50, 11 

Aevirns 13, 10 

Aevirixds 5, 63 

és 8, 38 

yoy 13, 23 

Aoyixds 24, 10 

Nbyos, 61,7; 5, 6; 22,7; 33, 8; 44,5; 45,1 


paprupla, dvOpwrlyn 39, 7 
Mar@aios 50, 10 
paxarpa 48, 4 

péyeOos 8, 29 

pepixds 50, 12 

peowrhs 36, 7 

pecdrns 40, 7 
peraBadrew, see 40, 68 
peraBory 5, 30 
perarlOnut 5, 28 
pubs 34, 3 

povoedys 37, 5 


ji 


poppy 2, 7 
poppucis, tparn 2, 6 
Mwofjs 48, 5 


vads 16, 6 

vixos 40, 20 

voey 1, 35; 8, 836; 13, 6; 22, 8; 35, 17 
vdpumos 18, 10 

vouobérns 48, 8 

vouos 20, 10; 40, 25 

vocos 40, 32 


tévos 13, 16 
£0Nov 13, 26 


odnyetoOu 39, 5 

olxetos 5, 27; 23, 6; 40, 49 

oixelws 40, 21 

olknrnpiov 20, 9 

olkovoula 8, 32; 11, 2; of ris olk. dyyehou 
36,7 

oikoupevn 22, 8 

duoroyelv 4, 7; 8, 88; 19,2; 26, 5; 50,7 

buororyla 50, 2 

évomocta 46, 18 

dpos 20, 6 

ovata 43, 4; 44, 7; 45, 2; 46, 2 

dguis 46, 24 


mados 12, 2; 38, 4 

mavoupyia 6, 10 

tapadoxy 33, 7 

mapabeots 10, 8 

mapovola 27, 7 

meprypagy (?) 2, 8 

mepiscdrepov 10, 4 

Tlérpos 21, 22 

wravay 22,17 

mrdvn 22, 16; 23, 6; 24,9; 47, 6 

wrdaopa 16, 7 

mrhpwpa 13, 11; 18, 5; 22, 10 

mrnoragew 18, 25 

mvedua 13, 6; 17, 13; 24, 8; 27, 7; 70 
dy. mv. 13, 22 

mvevparixos 2, 3; 15, 4; 20, 15; 23, 12; 
24, 15; 37, 3 

mvevpatikas 24, 6 

monitela 50, 3 

troriteverOar 40, 44 


12 INDEX OF GREEK WORDS. 


monuTparyyovety 5, 61 

movnpos 40, 56 

movnpas 42, 2 

mopeverbat, els POopdy 42, 10 
mpeovTws 19, 8 

mpoBarov 10,7; 12, 3; 18, 13 
mpodpomos 8, 22 

mpovaos 13, 9 

tpocdyew 27, 8 

mpordéxec0ar 25, 2 

mpocdoxav 26, 4 

mpocxatpos 17, 2; 40, 3 
mpookaprepev 5, 62 

mpbcwmov 8, 35; 14, 2; 40, 22 
tpopnrevew 5, 80 


mpopyrns 4,8; 5, 39; 10, 3; 19,3 


mpopytikés, mp. Taks 5, 8 


Zapdpera 26,7; 28, 2; 31,8 
capkixes 24, 6 

odpé 22,16; odpxa NaBely 8, 30 
owduv 13, 24 : 
oxdArew 36, 12 

okevos 27, 5 

okétos 46, 23 

Zorouay 16, 4 

omelpew 2,7; 35, 2; 36,8 


orépua 16,10; 35, 3; 36,5; 40, 56 


ataupés 13, 28 

ougnre 31, 3 

ovgnrnots 31, 10 
ctuBorov 13, 10 
oupmaparapBavew 20, 17 
oupmnéxev 18, 25 
ouvapiOuew 20, 18 
cuvicravat 46, 32 


owrnpla 138, 12; 22, 7; 33, 7; 34, 4; 


40, 17 
odgew 31, 7; 40, 50; 50, 9 


taéiis 5, 8; 40, 48 
tamewdrepov 30, 3 
rédevos 10, 9 
Tererdrns 35, 12 
Teréws 40, 26 
tédos 40, 24 
TeTpapnvoy 32, 4 


Terpas 16, 8 

Tnuenrelv 36, 12 

témos 11, 6; 13, 3; 17, 39; 6 dmép Toy 7. 
vids dvOpHmou 35, 14 

Tpémos 40, 39 

Tpopy 31, 5 
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pirapyupla 13, 17 

Pi\urmos 50, 10 

ppayédduov 13, 19 

pur 5, 64 
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gvo.s 17, 31; 19, 8; 23, 12; 24, 2; 33, 
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ERRATA. 


. 36, ll. 14, 15 for “which we have spoken concerning him” read 
‘“goncerning which we have spoken” 


. 45, 1.7 omit ‘“ forward” 


a, 18 for Boas read Mapats> 


5, 1. 20 for ‘‘ omission”’ read ‘‘ omissions” 

25, 1. 24 for “There” read ‘« These” 

56, 1. 5 for ‘Adv. Mare. 8” read ‘“‘ Ady. Mare. v. 8” 
77, 1.35 for WBS read IBY 


. 64, 1, 35 for ‘Bp Wordsworth” read ‘‘Dr Sanday” 
5, 1. 81 after fer A¢Co° insert Yor 
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